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the country have passed on the matter
it is late, and my friends feel that the 
time has come to act. 

Mr. HELMS. I would simply also-
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. HELMS. Just 1 more minute, and 

then I shall be through, and you gentle
men can have it. 

There was just one question remaining 
in my mind. I keep hearing about the 
American Bar Association. As far as I 
know, the American Bar Association was 
not elected to the United States Senate. 
The Senator from New York was, the 
Senator from California was, and the 
Senator from North Carolina was, but the 
role of the American Bar Association is 
purely advisory as far as I am concerned. 

They may be right upon occasion, and 
they may be wrong upon occasion. But 
if they are so interested in this legis
lation, why did it not go to the Commit
tee'on the Judiciary? Why was it sent to 
the Labor and Public Welfare Commit
tee where it was acted upon? 

Mr. JAVITS. I hope the Senator will 
forgive me if I-I think I have almost 
exhausted the subject, but I have the 
greatest respect for the Senator and, if 
he wishes, I will answer the question. 

The Economic Opportunity Act, the 
aso-called antipoverty program, ha-s been 
in the constant jurisdiction of the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare 
from the beginning. This goes back al
most a decade. One of the elements of 
the Economic Opportunity Act is the 
legal services program. Hence, when the 
matter involved amendments with re
spect to the extension of the Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1964, the amend
ments have invariably been referred to 
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare. That is the reason for this measure 
and the reason why the committee re
ported the bill. 

I repeat, had any other committee 
sought to assert jurisdiction over the 
measure, the methodologies of the Sen
ate which are practiced, the procedure 
would have permitted that committee to 
seek to have it referred. But that did not 
happen in this case. 

That is the best information I can give 
the Senator. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator from 
New York and, let me say, I have enjoyed 
the discussion. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, :first, 

it is a great pleasure for me to have been 
recognized by the Vice President of the 
United States. It is the :first time it has 
happened in my experience in the Sen
ate. When I was brand new here, I felt 
that I should not speak during the brief 
time the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
HUMPHREY) was in the chair as Vice 
President. Then, his successor was never 
here except when close votes were ex
pected, so I never had the opportunity 
to seek recognition when he was in the 
chair. Consequently, it is indeed a great 

pleasure to be recognized by a real gen
uine Vice President of the United States. 

Mr. President, I should like to say on 
the matter of the Judiciary Committee 
and its relationship to a role on the 
legal services bill, as the Senator from 
New York has sajd, since passage of the 
Economic Opportunity Act in 1964, the 
Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare has had jurisdiction over anti 
poverty programs, including the legal 
services program. The Judiciary Com
mittee has never had jurisdiction. 

A recommital motion was made last 
year, when legal services corporation 
legislation was on the :floor, to refer the 
bill to the Committee on the Judiciary 
and it was defeated by an overwhelm
ing vote. 

The chairman of the subcommittee 
that would be most likely to have juris
diction, if this matter were to be referred 
to that committee is my colleague from 
California Mr. TuNNEY. He is chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Representation 
of Citizen Interests. I have discussed 
this with him, and he has made it plain 
that he does not wish this matter re
ferred to that committee and, hence, to 
his subcommittee. It is well recognized 
that the Committee on Labor and Pub
lic Welfare has this jurisdiction. 

It so happens that my colleague from 
California wrote a letter to the Sena
tor from North Carolina <Mr. HELMS) 
in response to a query from him about 
the Judiciary Committee and its possible 
interest in this measure. Mr. TuNNEY 
there is no desire by that committee to 
indicated in his letter of July 6 that 
have that matter before it. He did state: 

The subcommittee shall review carefully 
all existing Federal legal services programs 
to determine whether or not they are ade
quately serving the needs of the poor. 

The committee report on S. 2686 
states: 

The blll reported by the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare represents a. bi
partisan effort, based upon the bUl sub
mitted to Congress by President Nixon on 
May 15, 1973. 

A majority of this body, a majority 
on this side of the aisle, a majority on 
that side of the aisle, and the adminis
tration, do not want this measure re
committed. They want it passed. 

All16 members of the Labor and Pub
lic Welfare Committee, Mr. President, 
support the bill and want it speedily 
passed. 

I had hoped again that tonight we 
would have the opportunity to discuss 
this bill on its merits, the arguments 
for it, and the arguments, if any, against 
it, but again there is no desire, ap
parently, by those seeking to obstruct it, 
to speak on it. 

I note that no one is in the Cham
ber right now to speak against the meas
ure. Obviously, we have simply run into 
a :filibuster, so we have taken the route 
normally available and often taken 

when the Senate faces a filibuster, and 
the majority and minority leaders have 
filed a cloture motion. 

Mr. President, I yield the :floor. 

QUORUM CALL 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will 

call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

tomorrow the Senate will convene at 
9:45 a.m. 

After the two leaders or their designees 
have been recognized under the standing 
order, the following Senators will be rec
ognized, each for not to exceed 15 min
utes and in the order stated: McGovERN, 
BELLMON, SAXBE, HANSEN; after which 
the following Senators will be recognized, 
each for not to exceed 10 minutes, and in 
order stated: MANSFIELD and GRIFFIN. 

At the conclusion of the aforemen
tioned orders, the Senate will proceed to 
the consideration of routine morning 
business for not to exceed 15 minutes, 
with statements limited therein to 3 
minutes; at the conclusion of which, un
der the order previously entered, the Sen
ate will proceed to the consideration of 
the Special Prosecutor bill. 

On tomorrow there will be yea-and
nay votes on motions, amendments, and 
:final passage, hopefully, of the supple
mental appropriations bill. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 

ADJOURNMENT TO 9:45 A.M. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, if 

there be no further business to come be
fore the Senate, I movo, in accordance 
with the previous order, that the Senate 
stand in adjournment 1mtil 9:45 a.m. 
tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and, at 8:05 
p.m., the Senate adjourned until tomor
row, Wednesday, December 12, 1973, at 
9:45a.m. 

�N�O�~�~�A�T�I�O�N�S� 

Executive nominations received by the 
Senate December 11, 1973: 

NATIONAL LIBRARY OF MEDICINE 

The following-named person::: to be Mem
bers of the Board of Regents, National Li
brary of Medicine, Public Health Service, for 
a term of 4 years from August 3, 1973: 

Joseph Francis Volker, of Alabama, vice 
Jack Malcolm Layton, term expired. 

John William Kauffman, of New Jersey, vice 
William 0. Baker, term expired. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, December 11, 1973 
The House met at 10 o'clock a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 

The Lord will give grace and glory; no 0 Lord, our God, unto whom all hearts 
good thing will He withhold from them are open, all desires known and from 
that walk uprightly.-Psalms 84: 11. whom no secrets are hid, bless us with 
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Thy presence as we wait upon Thee in 
prayer. By Thy grace may we discharge 
our duties with diligence, carry our re
sponsibilities with firm faith and live our 
lives with the light of love aglow within 
us. 

Help us to turn our wayward and our 
worried hearts to Thee. Set us free from 
the failures of the past, the faults of the 
present, and the false hopes of the fu
ture. Grant unto us the courage to turn 
from evil ways and the confidence to 
come to Thee who forgives and cleanses 
and heals. 

We pray for these leaders of our coun
try. Do Thou so rule their spirits and so 
reign in their hearts that what they do 
may be for the welfare of our people and 
the well-being of all mankind. 

In Thy holy name we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House his 
approval thereof. 

Without objection, the Journal stands 
approved. 

There was no objection. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr. 

Speaker, I make the point of order that 
a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The call was taken by electronic de

vice, and the following Members failed 
to respond: 

[Roll No. 642] 
Abdnor Foley 
Adams Frey 
Alexander Fuqua 
Anderson, Ill. Giaimo 
Aspin Goodling 
Badillo Gray 
Blatnik Green, Oreg. 
Bolling Hammer-
Brown, Calif. schmidt 
Buchanan Hansen, Wash. 
Burke, Calif. Harsha 
Byron Harvey 
Carey, N.Y. Hebert 
Cederberg Heinz 
Chisholm Horton 
Clark Huber 
Clay Hunt 
Collier Jarman 
Collins, Tex. Landrum 
Conyers Long, La. 
Dellums Long, Md. 
Dingell McDade 
Dulski Macdonald 
duPont Mailliard 
Erlenborn Mann 
Eshleman Matsunaga 
Fish Mills, Ark. 
Fisher Mink 
Flowers Minshall, Ohio 
Flynt Nichols 

Peyser 
Reid 
Reuss 
Riegle 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Ryan 
StGermain 
Sandman 
Shoup 
Stanton, 

JamesV. 
Stokes 
Taylor, Mo. 
Teague, Tex. 
Thompson, N.J. 
Tiernan 
VanderJagt 
Veysey 
Waggonner 
Walsh 
Wampler 
Ware 
Wilson, 

Charles, Tex. 
Wyatt 
Wydler 
Young, Fla. 
Zablocki 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 34 7 
Members have recorded their presence by 
electronic device, a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

TRADE REFORM ACT OF 1973 
Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration 

of bill (H.R. 10710) to promote the de
velopment of an open, nondiscrimina
tory, and fair world economic system, to 
stimulate the economic growth of the 
United States, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Oregon. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H.R. 10710, with 
Mr. BOLAND in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the commit

tee rose on yesterday the gentleman from 
Oregon <Mr. ULLMAN) had 1 hour and 19 
minutes remaining and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. ScHNEEBELI) had 
1 hour and 31 minutes remaining and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
DENT) had 19 minutes remaining. Before 
rising the gentleman from Oregon had 
yielded back the remainder of his time, 
reserving 20 minutes for himself, and 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
SCHNEEBELI) had yielded back the re
mainder of his time, reserving 20 min
utes for himself. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. DENT). 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I just want 
to remark that I have seven daily news
papers in my district and this is the only 
notice that I have seen in those news
papers at any time mentioning the trade 
bill. What I am trying to say is that I 
believe the American people have little 
or no idea of the seriousness of the prob
lem before us today. 

Nations since the beginning of time 
have tried to shape their own destinies. 
We are now in the midst of an era in his
tory when we no longer can guide our 
own economies and establish our own 
taxes or do anything on our own to better 
the way of life of our people. We are each 
day becoming increasingly at the mercy 
of the stateless, soulless, 'l,nomalous cor
porate entities. 

We started out in this country first 
with the conglomerate, which later 
stretched its tentacles into foreign coun
tries and became a multinational. The 
next step on this road to stateless enti
ties is the so-called transnational, and 
then eventually we will be in what is 
called the cosmo corporation which is 
being engineered by no less than George 
Ball, who engineered the trade bill we 
are living under today when he presented 
to my committee years and years ago a 
position paper in which he said that the 
United States of America had to get out 
of unsophisticated production of goods, 
that we were a nation which ought to 
produce nothing but the sophisticated 
products. He was forgetting of course 
that the labor-intensive industries are 
the backbone of the economy of any na
tion, whether it is a sophisticated nation 
or a nation that is emerging from the 
dark, dim blackness of poverty. 

We find ourselves today facing the 
question that I want to believe honestly 
all of us know what it is a!i about but 
I am fearful that none of us really knows 
what it is all about. 

The soulless multinational corporation, 
and there are two American-based multi
nationals which are more responsible for 
the devaluation of the dollar than all of 
the international bankers in the world. 
When they got word of the great trans
actions taking place in the Eurodollar 
they immediately moved in and dumped 
billions of dollars, setting the rush and 
the stampede on the American dollar. 

In the language of the streets, in the 
language of the gutters from which I 
came, I will be compelled to say that the 
multinational operation has bastardized 
international trade. It is no longer a 
movement of goods for the uses of people. 
It is no longer an avenue with which a 
nation such as ours, with the greatest art 
ever invented as a nation has a soul and 
goes into the soul of America to do good 
for the nations that needed help, reach
ing out and spending our moneys, giving 
our talents, our trades, our crafts, and 
even our marketplace, absorbing within 
ourselves millions of nonproducing 
Americans walking the streets in despair; 
I say that in degradation, on relief in the 
third generation in some families in this 
country. 

I would rather disassociate myself 
from the whole world if it means one 
worker in my district losing his American 
heritage. 

Why do we think the multitudes of 
peasants and little people came from all 
over the world to this country? They 
came here and all of our ancestors, once, 
twice, thrice, fourth removed from our
selves in this generation came. They 
came here because they could breathe 
here. They could become for themselves 
whatever they could make and sacrifice 
to give their families that which they 
had not. Out of this great mass of poor 
peoples from all over the world, we cre
ated a nation. Then we got greedy and 
we started to exploit our own people. 

We have passed law after law in this 
country to try to uplift the well-being of 
millions of Americans who could not pro
tect themselves in the workplace of the 
market, of labor in the country. So we 
passed the Fair Labor Standards Act. 

I asked this Congress on two occasions 
to write into international law our trade 
bill, the same provisions that we pro
vided within the United States. That is 
that no product at this moment, no prod
uct can move from one State to another 
in the United States of America, unless 
it is produced under the Fair Labor 
Standards criteria. 

Why then should a company be able 
to move from another company and go 
across the Rio Grande and set up in Mex
ico and produce outside the umbrella, 
out from under the umbrella of the fair 
labor standards and ship their products 
across the river? 

Eighty-five thousand jobs gone in 3 
years, under the PRONEF tariff agree
ment with Mexico, not negotiated by the 
Commerce Department of the United 
States, but negotiated by the State De
partment. Today, the only amendments 
we are allowed to work on in any way, 
shape, or form, have nothing whatsoever 
to do with the economics of international 
trade. 

I read the letter sent up by the Pres
ident asking that this bill be put on the 
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calendar at this time. Two lines are de
voted in this 100-odd-page bill and the 
rest of it demanding that we treat Russia 
like a new-found brother. 

Let me say something; part of this 
time I am going to read the contract 
which I told the Members I would yes
terday. Hear me, my friends, hear me, 
because this is the contract negotiated 
with Soviet Russia, and if any man in 
this room knows different, stand up now 
and tell me that it is not correct. Let me 
tell the Members what it was, and I put 
it in the RECORD February 22, 1972; in 
plenty of time for the Committee on 
Ways and Means to look at it and study 
it-plenty of time. 

Here is the contract: 
Mr. Kosygin laid down two specific terms 

before he would discuss trade agreements in 
anyway. 

This is the report of the president of 
the Corn Products International, of a 
100-member committee that went to 
Russia to lay down the precepts and the 
conditions to enter into a trade agree
ment with the United States of America: 

Mr. Kosygin laid down two specifics. First, 
he said that the Soviet Union must be con
sidered as a favored nation under our trade 
agreements. This means that all concessions 
that we have given over the 30 years of recip
rocal trade agreements between the United 
states and friendly emerging nations would 
have to be given to the Soviet Union in one 
.fell swoop. 

The second provision that he would �~�x�
pect is that all avenues of credit now open 
to all our trading partners would be open 
to the Soviet Union, including the Import
Export Bank financing. 

He went on further to say that he 
would expect that all avenues of credit 
now open to all our trading partners 
would be open to the Soviet Union. 

I repeat that, including the Export
Import Bank. Not only are they trying 
to do this, and first of all we have it to 
attach to this legislation, and second in 
the bill coming up later today, we will 
have it on page 18 of the foreign aid 
bill. Two shots at the same thing. 

He went on further to say: 
Since the United States was so far ahead 

of Russia in its production of sophisticated 
computers, and that he was having difficulty 
buying computers from the United States 
because, he said, they would not be used for 
mllitary purposes. 

At least he was honest enough to qualify 
that particular statement by saying that at 
least these computers we would buy now 
would not be used for military purposes. 

Then he went on to say, to put the clincher 
on what I think would be a most devastating 
blow to u.s. industrial productivity and 
employment capacities-he said that he 
would want and expects American enterprise 
concerns to build plants and to send the 
equipped and trained persons to teach them 
the know-how to produce many industrial 
goods that they do not have proficiency in 

�t�~�~�t�h�e�r �,� he would expect and demand that 
the plants would be paid for by selling to 
the United States the production of those 

�p�l�~�~�~�h�e�r�,� he said that this meant also pre
agreement arrangements for the plants would 
include an agreement to buy the same 
amount of goods from those plants annually 
for the next 20 years. 

He further went on to say that any prod
ucts that the United States would sell to 
Russia would have to be part of a quid pro 

quo in which the Russian products would 
have to be bought by America, and that all 
products bought from America would have 
to be paid for in a barter type trade arrange
ment on products from Russia because "We 
will not pay for products from any hard 
currency country other than in products 
from our country to take their place in a 
barter deal." 

This is what we are voting for today, 
and no man or woman in this room can 
plead ignorance to this. You cannot plead 
ignorance to this fact. This is something 
you cannot go out of here and say, "I did 
not know about it." It has been in the 
record since February 22, 1972, and �~�e� 
are voting for it today. Every man in this 
room, every woman in this room, every 
Member of this Congress must take that 
blame home with him. . 

Let me tell the Members what duties 
we have, and I only have a few moments. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? I 
want to talk about that trade agree
ment; it is very vital. 

Mr. DENT. I will come back to YO?· 
Please make it quick; the gentleman Will 
notice that they put me on here and 
shackled me with two sledgehammers as 
to this time. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. We 
realize that. We understand the situa
tion but it is interesting to note that 
in that trade agreement with Soviet 
Russia, there were 40 named port.s estab
lished by this administration, but there 
is not one port in the northeast part of 
this country. 

They talk about "most favored treat
ment." They are destroying the entire 
industrial complex of the Northeast, and 
they contribute further to it by failing to 
list one port in the northeast section. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman very kindly. 

The Russians have a hammer and 
sickle as their standard bearing. We have 
a "Sickly Hammer," a man named 
Armand Hammer. This is an $8 billion 
deal that we are going to finance, at $400 
million a year for 20 years. 

To do what? To build a gas pipeline 
over an area with 1,500 feet of frosted 
tundra. We have to go down and float 
the bellyflat and build up from there. 
They have got a buildup of pipeline up 
to 45 degrees coming across the steppes. 

This we bought. There is a $3% million 
deal for technology and know-how 
already consummated, and if we do not 
pass this bill, our little Rus.sian brothe:s 
are not going to let us get any Arabic 011. 
It is just that simple. 

When are we going to demonstrate to 
our people in our districts that we do have 
brains enough to run this country for �~�h�e� 
people's own benefit? When are we �g�o�~�g� 
to quit lying to the people about what IS 
happening to the United States of Amer
ica and its people? How can we fail to 
understand this when we walk up and 
down our streets and through our streets 
and go past the unemployment office and 
watch our people tramp up and down, 
without employment? 

Oh, we are sitting nice and smug. All 
we have to do is get elected every 2 years, 
and we do not have to worry. We do not 
have to care a damn if our people are 
unemployed. 

We can go back and tell our people 
that we ratified these agreements, and 
that is what we are doing today, just 
ratifying these agreements. 

Mr. Chairman, if God were to give me 
the strength and the time of life to live 
and if I had the financial means, I would 
go into every Member's district, and all I 
would give the people would be this mes
sage. I would ask them to listen just to 
this message. 

Here is the rest of it, just a little of it: 
This is an $8 billion barter deal, 500 miles 
southeast of Moscow, with American dol
lars. We are dependent upon the Arabic 
states and we are in a crisis on oil. 

Can we imagine what kind of a crisis 
we would be in if all of a sudden this Na
tion could not bring in the shi.PS with 
the goods? 

It cost us $10 billion or more, accord
ing to the best estimate I can get, for the 
extra shipping for the Vietnam conflict, 
because we had to use foreign flag ships, 
under contract, and pay them an exor
bitant bonus for going into a war zone, 
and there was not a gun in the whole 
place that could reach them. 

Here we have Occidental and El Paso 
gas in ancther deal. This is $10 billion. 
This is Occidental again, our good friend, 
"Sickly Hammer." This is $8 billion of 
chemicals and machinery for the chem
ical fertilizers for the next 20 years, and 
we are going to kick back again $400 mil
lion a year on the chemicals we now have 
in surplus. 

Believe me, this has nothing to do with 
me. So far as my own life is concerned, 
it does not matter; this could be 10 times 
as bad, if we coul<! possibly consider a 
situation that bad. Whatever happens, it 
will not affect my life. The only being 
that call affect my life now in any way, 
shape, or form is the Lore. above, because 
all the rest of it is in a real neat pattern. 
I go home on weekends and visit a little 
bit with my wife, and then I come down 
h ::re the rest of the week and visit with 
the Members. 

That I will probably do until I die or 
until my people say it is time to hang up. 
Another joint venture that migt.4; in
terest you might have been a good deal. 
Also Sickly Hammer's deal, this time with 
th3 Bethel Corporation. $110 millic,n to 
build an international trade center out
side of Moscow. Occidental is not build
ing it but you are building it and my 
unemployed people are building it. Every 
time they go into a store and buy them
selves a little bit of food they pay a sales 
tax out of the meager earnings they have. 
'Vhat does it go for? For running my 
country. And these two agreements alone, 
in these two agreements alone we are 
going to spend $18 billio:... or $20 billion. 
we will add $20 billion to the public debt 
of the United States. We do not have 
the money. We have to borrow the money 
we put in the Export-Import Bank. If 
you do not believe that, just sit here and 
have another bill pushed by the Commit
tee on Ways and Means in order to up 
the debt limit again for another 6 
months. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has again expired. 

Mr. DENT. I apologize to all of you 
for taking up so much of your time. I 
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only hope that you believe what I said. 
If you do not believe, live long enough 
and you will. 

I am submitting certain documents for 
the record. 

The documents referred to follow: 
PROBLEMS WITH THE Bn.L-GENERAL 

1. Too much Presidential power. 
2. Abdication of Congressional authority. 
3. Use of trade as diplomatic tool, as op

posed to economic reality. 
4. Timing of the bill is �b�a�d�~�u�r�r�e�n�t� situa

tion will allow negotiators to take advantage 
of us. 

5. Increased unemployment-implicit by 
trade adjustment assistance provision. In 
light of possible mass unemployment, any 
due to trade policies is unacceptable. 

6. Movement from a manufacturing econ
omy to a service-oriented credit economy is 
dangerously unwise. 

7. Increased dependence on imports. Sup
porters of the bill contend that for the most 
products make up less than 10% of domestic 
consumption. Even if they were right-which 
they aren't-our dependence on Arab oil 
runounts to about 6%-and you see what 
that has done. 

8. Non-tar11l' barriers are eliininated. 
9. No action on multinational corpora

tions that export jobs, capital, and tech
nology. 

PRESIDENT HAs POWER HE NEVER USES 
Section 338 of the Tariff Act of 1930 and 

Section 252 of the Trade Expansion Act of 
1962 give the President virtually plenary 
power to withdraw tar11l' concessions from 
countries who have not honored their com
mitments to us to provide equivalent access 
for U.S. exports to their countries. The pro
visions of the General Agreement on Tarifi's 
and Trade also permit action by the United 
States as a Contracting Party to withdraw 
tariff concessions from nations whose actions 
have nullified or impaired the value of con
cessions granted to the United States. 

The sad fact is that with but few excep
tions the Executive Branch of the Govern
ment has failed to use such authority as a 
means of effectively getting the attention of 
the countries that are violating our trade 
agreement rights and burdening our com
merce. 

This reluctance to act with crisp efficiency 
against unfair practices of other nations 
has also been observable in the manner in 
which the antidumping and countervailing 
duty statutes have been adininistered by 
the Treasury Department. 

It should be axioznatlc under the spirit 
of the Antidumping Act that merchandise 
sold for export to the United States at such 
a low price that it does not cover the cost of 
producing the goods, is sold at less than 
fair value. 

PROBLEMS WrrH Bn.L--BY TITLE 
TITLE I.-NEGOTIATING AUTHORITY 

1. Allows President to permanently alter 
international trade and U.S. economic struc
ture by entering into 5 year agreements. 

2. President can: 
A. cut tariffs 
B. Remove non-tarifi' barriers-like "Buy 

American" provision, American Selling price, 
product standards (90 days notice to Con
gress plus 90 days to veto) 

C. Impose import surcharges and/or quotas 
to correct balance of trade or dollar depre
ciation (limited to 150 days) 

D. Authority to control infiation by re
moving tariffs and quotas on imports (limited 
to 150 days) 

E. Authority to negotiate new GATT rules 
and regulations 

S. Congressional role is deceptive because 
it will be very difilcult to conduct trade pol
icy on a "take-as-is or not-at-all" basis. 

TITLE II.-"RELIEF" FROM INJURY CAUSED BY 
IMPORT COMPETITION 

Industry petitions Ta.rifi' Commission for 
"relief"-if affirmative, ''relief" can be 
granted by 

1. Duties 
2. Tarifi'-rate quotas 
3. Quotas 
4. Orderly marketing agreements 
Also adjustment assistance by petition to 

Secretaries of Labor and Commerce. Imports 
must have contributed "importantly". 

Workers only receive: 70% of average wage 
for 26 weeks; 65% of average wage for 26 
weeks; older workers plus 13 weeks; and 
workers in training plus 26 weeks. 

Industries: $1 Inillion in direct loans; and 
$3 Inillion in government-guaranteed loans. 

The provision is a clear indication that in
dustry based here will get no help or protec
tion. It is an encouragement to locate abroad, 
and take with the dislocations, jobs and 
money. 

TrrLE m .-RELIEF FROM UNFAIR TRADE 
PRACTICES 

1) Provides retaliatory authority; can in
stitute retaliation after notifying Congress, 
but Congress has 90 days to veto. 

2) Antidumping Act is amended to put 
time limits on investigations. 

3) Countervailing duty law is amended by 
requiring a. :finding of injury by Tarifi' Com
mission before there is action. President can 
also postpone any implementation of this 
law if the President believes it would seri
ously threaten international negotiations, 
i.e., GATT. 
TITLE IV.-MFN FOR COMMUNIST COUNTRIES 
Vanik Amendment. 

TITLE V .-PREFERENCES FOR DEVELOPING 
COUNTRIES 

Presidential authority to grant tarifi' pref
erences (down to zero) on semi-manufac
tured and manufactured imports from de
veloping countries-at least 35-50% of the 
material and processing costs might be at
tributable to D.C.; preferences cease when 
imports reach $25 Inillion value or constitute 
50% of total yearly U.S. import. (Another 
multinational provision?) 

OCCIDENTAL PETROLEUM-RUSSIAN DEALS 
1. Armand Hammer, Chairman of Occi

dental Petroleum, man responsible for nego
tiations. 

CHEMICAL DEAL 
2. $8 billion agreement to trade chemicals 

and machinery for cheinical fertilizers over 
the next 20 years. 

3. Essentially a barter deal, involving 
almost no exchange of cash. 

4. Tass called it "an agreement on coopera
tion in building a big mineral fertilizer com
plex in the Soviet U!lion." 

5. Occidental Petroleum is going to bulld 
4 fertilizer factories, 500 miles southeast of 
Moscow, a capital investment of $400 million, 
of which $80 million is expected from the 
Eximbank; after they are built, Occidental 
will provide more than a million tons of 
superphosphates a year. In return, Occi
dental will get urea and ammonia for ferti
lizer valued at about $400 million a year. No 
jobs for U.S. workers! 

6. Izvestia., the Soviet Government news
paper, cited Senator Jackson as a man who 
"intimidates his audiences with statements 
to the effect that the so-<:alled development 
of Soviet-American ties is just 'aid to Com
munism'." 

NATURAL GAS DEAL 
1. Occidental and El Paso Natural Gas 

Co. has signed an agreement with Soviet 
Union that could bring more than $10 billion 
worth of Soviet natural gas to the U.S. over 
a 25 year period. 

2. Hammer said Soviets have agreed to 
have products shipped "both direction" in 
American bottoms. 

3. This deal is cont ingent on securing 
:financing from U.S. lenders, and outside 
lenders will be sought as a last resort. 

TRADE CENTER DEAL 
1. Occidental is in joint venture with 

Bechtel Corporation, San Francisco to 
furnish design, supervisory and technical aid 
in the building of International Trade Cen
ter in Moscow at cost of $100 Inillion , exclud
ing land. 

POLISH DEAL 
November 11, 1973-$2V2 million agree

ment extends 10 years and covers metal
finishing and pollution control equipment. 

RUSSIAN WHEAT DEAL 
1. July 8, 1972 the President announced an 

agreement that made $750 million worth of 
credit over a three year period. 

2. Within a few weeks, subsidized wheat 
sales approximated $700 million, the largest 
private grain sales in U.S. history. 

3. The Soviets made off with one-fourth 
of the U.S. wheat crop causing high prices 
and shortages nationwide, and with the sanc
tion of the President. 

4. Wheat in July, 1972 was $1.63 a. bushel
it is now $4.65 a bushel. 

5. GAO Report indicates 
A. $300-$350 million in taxpayers' money 

was wasted in export subsidies not required 
in the marketplace. 

B. The Department of Agriculture was 
totally deficient in adininistrating the pro
gram, in maintaining information, and in 
determining the appropriate export target 
price. 

C. Had the Agriculture Department been 
more on its toes, the Russians would have 
paid more and Uncle Sam would have paid 
less. 

6. Other Speculations for Wheat Deal 
A. "Detente". 
B. Get farm prices up before 1972 election. 
C. Potential conflicts of interests between 

decision makers in the Dept. of Agriculture 
and major grain dealers. 

GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT SOVIET UNION 
1. Lenin described a capitalist as "a man 

who will sell you the rope that is going to 
hang him." 

2. Overriding theme in present discussion 
about trade involves the export of .American 
capital goods and technology financed by 
huge credits and credit guarantees under
written by American taxpayers. 

3. We get promises instead of cash. By de
nying them easy term credit, we can force 
them to pay us in gold (which they have $9 
billion), or force them to sell their gold and 
pay us in dollars. 

4. Demand cash to 
1) soak up Eurodollars 
2) improve balance of payments 
5. In the last year, Export-Import Bank 

has loaned more than $1 billion to U.S.S.R. 
Private sources are estimated to account for 
$3 billion. 

6. Kosygin said flatly that there would be 
no currency exchange, only barter. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
7 minutes to the gentleman from Flor
ida <Mr. GIBBONS), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, this is 
perhaps the most difficult speech I have 
ever had to make in my life. I admire, 
respect, and love JoHN DENT. He has al
ready characterized me as a sledge ham
mer. I guess I will go down in history 
being "Sledge Hammer Sam." However, 
I feel some statements have to be made 
so that those who look at this RECORD 
in the future will have an accurate por
trayal of what I think the facts are. 

First. Mr. DENT is not talking about 
this bill but he is talking about the cur- -
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rent law. We are seeking to change the 
current law. I could perhaps follow his 
reasoning if I could follow his figures. 
Yesterday I heard him on this floor make 
this statement, and this statement is in 
the RECORD on page 40548 and I am read
ing from it right now: 

Unemployed workers collecting as of July 1, 
1973, 8,795,000. 

I questioned the staff of the Com
mittee on Ways and Means and asked 
them to check with the Unemployment 
Insurance Service, Manpower Adminis
tration, Department of Labor, Mr. Ralph 
Altman this morning and as of July 1; 
instead of there being 8 million unem
ployed as stated �h�~�r�e� yesterday . there 
were 1,343,000 receivmg compensatiOn as 
of July 1, 1973. . 

Mr. DENT. Will the gentleman yield 
at that point? 

Mr. GIBBONS. I will be glad to. 
Mr. DENT. All right. Then I will give 

you my authority. All the figures that I 
read yesterday came directly from the 
first week in July issue of the Reader's 
Digest with the figures printed in 
them-7,965,000. 

The Manpower Commission figures 
say that 6,695,000, is the correct figure. 
BLS show a different total, no two 
figures are alike. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Well, I am sorry. I go 
into a little more reliable sources than 
the Reader's Digest. 

Mr. DENT. I have given you my source. 
Mr. GIBBONS. And the gentleman 

had 19 minutes to do this, so it is a little 
impossible for me to rebut him in the 
7 minutes I have. On June 14, 1973 Mr. 
DENT appeared before our committee. I 
did not read his testimony until last Sun
day or I would have told him about it 
sooner. On page 4935 of the committee 
record in his formal statement, and not 
the one the Clerk took down, but the 
one he turned in, he said that: 

At that time in 1962, there was a total of 
16,800,000 persons engaged in manufactur
ing, with a payroll of $90 billion a year, and 
with a total population of 160,000,000 people. 
Today with a total population of 208,000,000 
there are 14,127,000 persons employed in the 
manufacturing sector. I point this out be
cause, in spite of all their predictions, there 
has been a loss of jobs in the manufacturing 
sector, in the face of a production consump
tion increase of 50-60%. 

Actually, the figure from the Depart
ment of Commerce shows that the total 
employment in manufacturing on that 
date was 19,856,000 and not 14,127 ,ooo. 
That is a pretty substantial error. If Mr. 
DENT spoke quoting from the Reader's 
Digest I can understand why he reasons 
ashe does. 

As I say, this is not a pleasant speech 
for me to make because I like JoHN DENT. 
I admire him, and I have worked with 
the gentleman in the Congress and in 
our committees for a long time. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GIBBONS. I yield briefly to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. I think 
it is only fair to point out to the Mem
bers of the House that the figures that 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania was 
giving here do not include the :figures of 
those on welfare. Now, when people ex-

haust their unemployment compensation 
then they go on welfare. I would like to 
have the gentleman give out the figures 
of those on welfare, as they have been 
calculated. 

Mr. GIBBONS. There are about 12 mil
lion on welfare. About two-thirds of 
those people on welfare are children un
der the age of 15, and most of the rest 
of them are women in the families who 
are managing the children under 15, and 
who, because there are no day-care cen
ters and such as that, have to stay home 
and do not work. 

I am not going to defend the welfare 
system. There have been plenty of studies 
made of the welfare system, and they 
show that we have able-bodied people on 
welfare, about 1 million, soaking wet, in 
this country. We are talking about--

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield fur
ther? 

Mr. GIBBONS. No, I am not going to 
yield further to the gentleman because 
the gentleman from Massachusetts had 
plenty of time yesterday. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. As a 
matter of fact, I had almost no time, or 
very little time allotted to me. 

Mr. GIBBONS. If that is the case, then 
I will yield further to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. I am 
not objecting because I have not had 
sufficient time; I merely want to point 
out to the gentleman that in our Com
monwealth of Massachusetts welfare has 
been increasing at the rate of $200 mil
lion a year for the past 4 years. And 
that has nothing to do with children or 
anything else, it has to do with unem
ployment. We have 200,000 people draw
ing unemployment as of today. 

Mr. GIBBONS. I know the situation 
the gentleman from Massachusetts re
fers to in Massachusetts, and I regret 
that situation. I know the gentleman 
from Massachusetts has made this point 
many, many times in committee, but all 
of that has to do with the present law. 
What we are talking about today is 
changing the present law and improving 
the situation, and this bill does it, and 
does it very dramatically. 

The issue of trade with Russia that 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
DENT) has dwelled a long time on is 
one in which the House will have an 
opportunity to vote on here in just a 
moment as to whether or not the most
favored-nation treatment will be granted 
under this bill as suggested by the Pres
ident. And there will be a motion to strike 
that entire section from the bill. And I 
think it was certainly a very sad mistake 
that MFN was ever inserted in this bill. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GIBBONS. Yes, I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Chairman, what 
difference does it make if the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. DENT) made an 
error or did not make an error? Are we 
talking about a trade bill, or are we talk
ing about unemployment figures? 

Mr. GIDBONS. Let me say that I was 
using Mr. DENT's errors as an illustra
tion. If I could follow the gentleman's 
mathematics I might be able to follow 

the gentleman's reasoning, but the gen
tleman's mathematics, which are the 
basis for his reasoning, are not correct. 
That is the only reason why I make that 
point. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
<Mr. GAYDos) yesterday made a very in
telligent speech on the floor in which 
the gentleman pointed out--

Mr. GAYDOS. The gentleman is very 
kind. 

Mr. GIBBONS. In which the gentle
man pointed out some of the problems in 
the bill. I respect the gentleman for do
ing that. I respect the other gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. DENT) for stat
ing his position. But I just wish to point 
out very clearly that the facts are not 
as the gentleman outlines them. They 
are I believe as I outlined them, and 
they are from the best sources I have. I 
am not going to rely on the Reader's 
Digest on what is important to the fu
ture of this country, whether we agree 
with this bill or not. That is why I say 
what I do, and I do not do it with any 
great deal of pleasure. 

Mr. GAYDOS. I believe that when the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania <Mr. 
DENT) quoted those figures upon which 
the gentleman relies, whether accurate 
or erroneous, I think it was merely back
ground material. 

Mr. GIBBONS. That is what all of us 
make our decisions on, upon the basis 
of background. I am merely trying to 
correct the record at this time so that 
the record will accurately reflect what 
the background actually is. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 additional minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Oregon for yielding 
me this additional time. 

I would like to finish my little talk, if 
I can, here this morning on a positive 
note. 

I am seriously worried about the future 
of free men in this world. I think it is 
time for us to stop here at 10 minutes 
of 11, on the morning of December 11, 
1973, and assess the situation and ask 
who we are, what we are, and where we 
are going. 

As I see it, we are 6 percent of the 
Earth's population. We have been able 
to amass and use about 35 to 40 percent 
of its wealth. We have been blessed by 
God and by geography and by a lot of 
accidents in history, and a lot of good 
leadership, to get where we are. We have 
a challenge to act responsibly in this 
world. 

We are the biggest trading Nation in 
the world. We trade more within our own 
market and we trade more within the in
ternational market than any other nation 
in the world. Yet as we trade, foreign im
port trade is about 5 percent of our whole 
gross national product; we set the pace 
for all the rest of the nations in the 
world, particularly the free nations in 
the world. 

If we respond negatively and tear up 
this free world again as we did acciden
tally in the 1920's and 1930's, then per
haps we may have to relive that very 
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terrible part of world history. We have an 
opportunity to go forward now. 

This is a well-thought-out, well-rea
soned, well-debated piece of legislation 
that the Committee on Ways and Means 
presents to the Members this morning. 
We have done everything we can to make 
sure that this is not special-interest leg
islation but that this is broad, general
interest legislation for the good and the 
welfare of all the American people. 

We hope and we trust that although 
this debate has been acrimonious, that 
we can close ranks and move forward as 
American people. I believe from the bot
tom of my heart that this is a good piece 
of legislation, a good bill, and that every 
Member in Congress ought to support it; 
but I respect those who do not. I want to 
end this little talk on a note that there is 
certainly no acrimony in my heart for 
those who disagree with me. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is important 
for us to understand at this point just 
what we do import from Russia, and why 
it is important that we continue this type 
of trade. 

I should like to cite the 10 most sig
nificant items, in terms of dollar value, 
that we imported from Russia during the 
first half of this year. No. 1 was palla
dium, valued at about $27 million; No.2 
was platinum, about $14 million; No. 3, 
fuel oil, about $13 million; No.4, nickel, 
about $4 million; No. 5, crude oil, about 
$3.7 million; No.6, diamonds, about $2.2 
mlllion; No.7, chrome ore, about $1.6 mll
lion; plus No. 8, titanium; No. 9, sable 
furs, and No. 10, glass, all amounting to 
less than $1 million each. For the infor
mation of the Members, I am inserting 
in the REcoRD at this point a list of 
commodity groups imported from the 
Soviet Union, as provided by the admin
istration: 

TOP 15 COMMODITY GROUPS IMPORTED FROM THE 
SOVIET UNION, JANUARY 1973-JUNE 1973 t 

TSUSA No. Description Amount 

6050750 _____ Palladium bars, plates not Jess $25,056,756 
than �~� in. in thickness of pal-
ladium content. 

4751030 •.... Fuel oil with testing 25 degree 7,491,353 
API under 145 s. 

6050710 _____ Platinum bars, plate sheets not 7,145, 951 
less than �~� in. in thickness of 
platinum content. 

6050210 _____ Platinum grains and nursets plates. 6, 050,551 
4751050. ____ �F�u�X�~�t�~�b�:�J�~�\�l�~�s�!�~�n�g� s degrees 4, 667, 881 
6200300 _____ Unwrought nickel__ ____________ _ 
4751010 _____ Crude petroleum, shale oil.------
6050260 _____ Palladium, palladium content. ___ _ 
5203200 _____ Diamond, under M! carat cut._ ___ _ 
6011560 _____ Chrome ore, 46 percent or more 

chromic oxide. 

3, 982,233 
3, 709,243 
2, 331,027 
2,262, 953 
1, 625,687 

6050290 _____ Platinum group metals and com- 1,137, 623 
hi nations. 

4750550 _____ Fuel oil with testing under 25 de- 1,118, 710 
gree API. 

6291500 _____ Titanium unwrought and waste 
and scrap. 

1241045.;;;;;; •• Sable fur skins whole, raw, or 
undressed. 

986,290 

963,910 

842,258 5423320.••--Ordinary glass, 16-18.5 oz/SF 
measuring 41Hi0 unit in. 

SubtotaL-----------------------------2 69,372,426 

• The doDar value of the total import of this time period is 
$19.916,852. 

• 'The subtotal represents more than 86 percent of the dollar 
atue of the total import 

The character of our imports indicates 
the need to continue and expand our 
trade with Russia. These are raw ma
terials, minerals, oil, and other items 
which are needed in this country. 

What about the assertion that the 
Export-Import Bank is not the proper 
vehicle to finance our exports to Russia? 
The Export-Import Bank was estab
lished in 1934. Up until February of this 
year we did not finance or extend credit 
on a single transaction with the U.S.S.R. 
Since that time four different transac
tions with the U.S.S.R. have been 
financed. What is the character of our 
credits with respect to Russia? The four 
items that were financed with credit in 
sales to Russia were submersible elec
tric pumps, knitting machines, a plant 
to produce tableware and dishware, and 
a truck factory. Where is our interna
tional involvement as far as our national 
defense is concerned with respect to 
these four different types of trans
actions? 

As I cited at the outset, the commodi
ties that we import from Russia are nec
essary commodities, many of which we 
cannot find sufilciently elsewhere. 

Mr. Chairman, at this point I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. WHALEN) 
such time as he may consume. 

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, that 
hardy perennial of politics-the tariff
is again before us for debate. The first 
major legislation of the First Congress 
of the United States, over 185 years ago, 
was an act imposing tariffs on imports of 
numerous manufactured goods. We have 
been debating the issue ever since. First, 
we headed toward protectionism, then 
toward freer trade, then toward protec
tionism again, then back to freer trade. 

A. POST WORLD WAR I 

As you will recall, immediately follow
ing World War I Congress sought to as
sist domestic industry and agriculture by 
restricting imports. In 1921 it passed an 
Emergency Tariff Act which was soon 
followed by the Fordney-McCumber Act 
of 1922 which increased U.S. tariffs to 
their highest levels in history. For the 
avowed purpose of assisting agriculture, 
Congress raised most rates still higher 
when it enacted the Smoot-Hawley Tar
iff Act in 1930. 

By 1931-32 the greatest economic de
pression in history engulfed the world. 
So widespread was it that it has become 
known as the Great Depression. In 
comparison, more recent economic reces
sions have been little more than mild 
headaches. 

B. TRADE POLICY, 1934-67 

By 1931 imports and exports had 
dwindled to a mere trickle. In 1934 
among the many statutes enacted to 
combat the depression, Congress exe
cuted an about-face in trade policy and 
headed the country in the direction of 
free trade. Under the inspiration of then
Secretary of State Cordell Hull, it en
acted the Trade Agreements Act author
izing the President to make Executive 
agreements with other countries for the 
purpose of reducing tariff rates by not 
more than 50 percent. For its part, the 
United States continued to treat all 

countries alike by extending its tariff 
concessions to all nations on an "equal 
treatment" basis. The only exception at 
the time was Cuba with which we had a 
preferential agreement. Nondiscrimina
tion in international trade has been this 
country's stated ideal since the birth of 
the Republic. 

Between 1934 and 1947 the United 
States moved consistently in the direc
tion of lower tariffs. The greatest reduc
tions of all were made in the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
GATT---on a multilateral basis in 1947. 

After 1947 Congress became increas
ingly concerned over competition from 
imports. The pressure became so great 
that by the early 1950's numerous legis
lative provisions were enacted to assure 
domestic producers that they would not 
be injured by tariff-cutting. Tariff-cut
ting authority has always been granted 
to the President on a temporary basis 
and over the years the struggle between 
the administration to reduce trade bar
riers and the Congress to resist injury 
to any domestic producer has become in
creasingly intense. 

By 1958, trade legislation had become 
protectionist-oriented. Thus, advocates 
of open multilateral trade contended that 
the President's tariff-reducing powers 
had become so hemmed in by safeguards 
against injury to domestic producers that 
the 1958 act was, in fact, protectionist 
legislation rather than a vehicle for ex
panding trade. 

By 1962, it became clear that if the 
United States were to negotiate effec
tively with the European Economic Com
munity, the President would need much 
greater authority than had been dele
gated to him by previous legislation. It 
also was evident that he would need the 
power to negotiate tariff cuts on an 
across-the-board basis, rather than on 
the basis of one commodity at a time. 

Therefore, in 1962 Congress passed the 
Trade Expansion Act giving the Presi
dent broad powers to reduce tariffs. After 
arduous negotiations, the Kennedy 
Round agreement was signed in Geneva 
on June 30, 1967, the very day on which 
the tariff-cutting authority authorized 
by the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 ex
pired. 

C. 1967 TO PRESENT 

Although the tariff reductions agreed 
to in 1967 were highly publicized as the 
deepest reductions ever made in U.S. 
tariffs, the cuts were really very modest. 
In terms of percentage points, rather 
than in terms of percentage reductions 
from a 1962 base, the average tariff level 
was reduced from 12 percent ad valorem 
to a little less than 8 percent. 

Since 1967 the President has been 
without authority to engage in broad in
ternational negotiations for the mutual 
reduction of trade barriers. Once Con
gress restores this power, the President's 
trade representatives will find negotia
tions increasingly difficult because of the 
proliferation of nontariff trade barriers, 
including import quotas, export limita
tions, "Buy National" laws, and various 
forms of tax discrimination. Further, 
most tariffs are now either very low or 
applicable to products that are made by 
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producers who have enough political 
clout to intimidate the Government. 

As far as the low tariffs are concerned, 
the next logical step is to eliminate them 
through negotiations. Notwithstanding 
the fact that the United States has been 
negotiating with other countries for the 
mutual reduction of trade barriers since 
1934, there are still a number of products 
that are subject to tariffs that are highly 
restrictive of imports. The fact that a 
number of items are still subject to rela
tively high tariffs-many of them in ex
cess of 25 percent and a number of them 
in excess of 50 percent--serves to iden
tify the strong interests that exert re
strictionist pressures. Even after 33 years 
of negotiations for tariff reduction, the 
tariffs on these items have been touched 
only slightly, or not at all. In this age of 
vigorous dissent by the average citizen, 
we have no time to lose in switching for
eign trade policy from the dead-end sid
ing of group pressures to the main track 
of the public interest. The common de
nominator of today's revolution is rebel
lion against the status quo with respect 
to such human rights as access to clean 
air and pure water, equal political and 
economic opportunities for the under
privileged, regardless of race and color, 
adequate public education, decent hous
ing, and governmental protection of con
sumers against price-gouging and in
ferior quality. If the common man un
derstood that tariffs, import quotas and 
other shackles on trade prevent him 
from enjoying to the maximum the fruits 
of his labor, he would certainly add a 
demand for free trade to the list. 

For example, consumers are denied im
ported tomatoes in midwinter while 
luscious tomatoes are allowed to rot along 
the roads of Mexico. This occurs because 
the U.S. Government chooses to keep 
prices high through imposition of tariffs 
so as to enhance the profits of growers 
of the hothouse variety in the United 
States. People should understand that 
they cannot enjoy, at moderate prices, a 
wide variety and abundance of cheeses 
from Italy, France, and other countries 
because their government chooses to tax 
them for the benefit of producers of high
priced Wisconsin substitutes. They 
should realize that prices paid for a long 
list of consumer goods, including textiles, 
shoes and petroleum, are higher as a re
sult of governmental restriction of im
ports. If they did, American citizens 
would be as aggressive against interfer
ences with foreign trade as they are 
against foul air and polluted water. 

Trade barriers diminish the welfare of 
all the people for the benefit of small 
groups of producers. Trade barriers are 
an anachronism in this age of the com
mon man. 

MY BASIC TRADE PHILOSOPHY 

Undoubtedly, my opening comments, 
and my background as a former profes
sor of economics, confirm that I am an 
ardent believer in free trade. However, I 
am fully aware of the immediate human 
hardships that would be faced by anum
ber of persons if we were to move in that 
direction rapidly. How to soften these 
hardships is a challenge to statesman
ship and legislative wisdom. The chal-

lenge is to spread the costs of the ad
justments that would be necessary over 
the population as a whole. 

It is still true, that from a purely eco
nomic point of view, free trade would be 
in the interest of the people of the United 
States as a whole. Indeed, it would be 
in the interest of the entire world if only 
it could be implemented politically. The 
principle is not complicated. It merely 
states the truism that people generally, 
as well as entire nations, are better off 
if they apply their productive energies 
to lines of activity in which their apti
tudes and efficiencies are greatest. 

Many attempts have been made to de
nounce this truism, but when one ex
amines them closely he finds that they 
are political, rather than economic, in 
nature. The observation that govern
ments subsidize exports, and that cartels 
and multinational corporations interfere 
with free trade does not negate the prin
ciple. Instead, the interferences which 
appear to repeal the principle need to be 
dealt with, as such, by governmental 
policies that point toward ever-freer 
trade. Stated simply, the United States 
should move toward free trade because 
the closer the world comes to this con
cept, the greater will be the economic 
welfare of all people. The fact that the 
United States is the largest economic 
power in the world gives it both responsi
bility and power to convince other coun
tries that they should join with it in 
attempts to tear down the barriers which 
impede international movements of 
goods and capital. 

TRADE REFORM ACT OF 1973 

As you will recall, the President sub
mitted the Trade Reform Act of 1973 to 
Congress on April 10 of this year. His 
action anticipated the preliminary trade 
talks which were scheduled to take place 
in September in Tokyo to be followed 
by extensive negotiations in Geneva in 
1974. About a month later, the House 
Ways and Means Committee commenced 
its review of the legislation which the 
President had described as "the most sig
nificant reform of our approach to world 
trade in more than a decade." After a 
5-month study, the committee reported 
the act for consideration by the House. 

In my opinion, the Trade Reform 
bill leaves a great deal to be desired. The 
analysis I now will present will reflect, of 
course, the foregoing trade views which 
I have postulated. It also will concen
trate on the economic aspects of the 
measure. That is, I will examine only the 
first three sections of the bill-title I 
dealing with negotiating and other au
thority; title n providing relief from 
i'ljury caused by import competition; 
and title lli providing relief from un
fair trade practices. I will not comment 
on the purely political provisions which 
relate to nondiscriminatory treatment of 
the trade of Communist states-title 
IV-and the preferential treatment of 
imports from less-developed countries
title V. 

As the act emerged from the commit
tee, it is neither fish nor fowl. In fact, it 
is difficult to tell from reading the bill 
itself what its real policy objective is. It 
concentrates on the mechanics of nego-

tiJ.tion and, in so doing, gives broad pow
ers to the President. It also imposes pen
alties on other countries for unfair treat
ment of U.S. exports, without defining 
''unfair." 

The bill contains no clear statement 
as to what the long-run goal, or obJec
tive, of -the United States 1s with respect 
to foreign trade. All that it says is that 
its purpose is to extend the authority of 
the President to enter into trade agree
ments for a period of 5 years. In such 
agreements, he may continue, or modify, 
existing tariffs or proclaim additional 
duties. The emphasis is upon the author
ity to make agreements wHhout stating 
their purpose. The phrase "fair and equi
table" appears throughout the bill with
out definition. 

H.R. 10710 apparently is an attempt 
to deflect protectionist pressures that are 
clamoring for enactment of the Burke
Hartke bill, which is as potentially dan
gerous as was the Smoot-Hawley Tariff 
Act of 1930. The Burke-Hartke provi
sions, if implemented, could precipitate 
an economic crisis culminating in world
wide depression. 

Thus, the trade reform bill might be 
compared with a horse having two 
heads, located at opposite ends--<>r to an 
automobile with two engines-one 
headed in one direction and the other 
headed in the opposite direction. 
Whether the horse, or the automobile, 
is headed north or south depends upon 
whether one views the phenomenon from 
the north or from the south. 

To dyed-in-the-wool free traders, who 
are grasping at straws everywhere, there 
1s a tendency to emphasize the liberal as
pects of the bill without paying much at
tention to its protectionist features. Con
versely, protectionists can find in the 
measure enough safeguards against 
trade barrier reductions to induce them 
to support it. 
A. H.R. 10710 AS PROTECTIONIST LEGISLATION 

In the absence of an offi.cial and posi
tive declaration of objective in H.R. 
10710, one can only infer what that ob
jective is by noting where stress is laid 
in the bill itself. It is a complex piece of 
legislation and in many places is couched 
in language that is unclear and evasive. 

Although it faces in opposite directions 
simultaneously, toward trade liberaliza
tion and trade restrictionism, on balance 
it is heavily weighted toward the latter. 

When read carefully, it is clear that 
"expanding international trade" refers 
primarily to expansion of U.S. exports 
for the purpose of retrieving a favorable 
U.S. trade balance. Increases in U.S. im
ports are suspect. 

Compare, for example, the authority 
that the bill would confer upon the Pres
ident to reduce tariffs with the author
ity that it would confer upon him to in
crease them. On the trade-liberalizing 
side he would be authorized, in trade 
agreements over a 5-year period, to: 
First, eliminate tariffs of 5 percent or less 
existing on July 1, 1973; second, re
duce tariffs of 5 to 25 percent ad valorem 
by 60 percent; and third, reduce tariffs 
higher than 25 percent ad valorem by 75 
per cent, providing that no such rate may 
be reduced to less than 10 percent. 

On the tariff-boosting side, however, 
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the President would be authorized, pur
suant to trade agreements,to add 50 per
cent ad valorem to rates existing on 
July 1, 1934-that is, under the Smoot
Hawley Act-or to a rate which is 20 per
centage points ad valorem above the rate 
existing on July 1, 1973. 

Note that these are not percentage 
increases, but rather increases in the ad 
valorem rates themselves. For example, 
a rate of 25 percent ad valorem could be 
increased to 7 5 percent ad valorem, and a 
rate of 100 percent in the Smoot-Hawley 
Act--not unusual by any means-could 
be increased to 150 percent. Further
more, the President would be authorized 
to impose a tariff of 50 percent ad val
orem on items which were duty-free at 
the time of his proclamation. 

This provision of the bill would give 
the President power to transfer items 
from the free list to the dutiable list, a 
power that has always been the sole pre
rogative of Congress. This is greater 
power than hat ever been granted by 
the Congress to any President with re
spect to tariffs. 

Not only are the protectionist weapons 
given to the President to restrict im
ports very powerful, but the criteria set 
forth in the bill for ascertaining injury 
are much more lenient than in previous 
legislation. Whereas heretofore it was 
necessary that the Tariff Commission 
find that imports resulting from a con
cession in a trade agreement constituted 
the major cause of injury, under this 
bill the word "substantial" is substituted 
for major. This means that it is nec
essary for the Commission to find only 
that imports constitute an important 
cause of injury and "be no less impor
tant than any other single cause." Also, 
it would no longer be necessary that the 
injury be caused by imports resulting 
from a tra.je agreement concession. In
creased imports regardless of their cause 
would justify action. 

The factors that are to be taken into 
account by the President in penalizing 
imports after a finding of injury include 
"ability of an industry to adjust to im
port competition along with the impact 
of relief, or lack of relief, on communi
ties, workers, consumers, exporters, and 
other domestic industries." In context, 
it is clear that no real, fundamental 
adjustment is contemplated as far as the 
economy as a whole is concerned. The 
adjustment that is stressed in the bill is 
the adjustment that a given industry 
needs in order to remain in business. 

The weapons that the President can 
use to eliminate injurious import compe
tition are presented in preferred order, 
as follows: 

First. Increase in, or imposition of, a 
tariff. 

Second. Imposition of a tariff-rate 
quota. 

Third. Imposition of quantitative re
strictions. 

Fourth. Negotiation of orderly market
ing agreements. 

Although tariffs are preferred, any or 
all of the four devices may be used in 
combination. 

H.R. 10710 also would give the Presi
dent authority to provide relief from 
unfair trade practices by countries that 

maintain unjustifiable or unreasonable 
restraints on the trade of the United 
States, either by subsidizing their own 
exports, or by other means, which have 
the effect of substantially reducing U.S. 
exports or reducing the sales of U.S. 
products in the domestic market. The 
terms "unjustifiable" and "unreasonable" 
are not defined. The only restraint on 
the President is that there must be a 
finding by the Secretary of the Treasury 
that subsidies are being paid or other 
devices being used which are either "un
justifiable" or "unreasonable." It is not 
necessary that the Tariff Commission 
make any finding of injury, but merely 
that the imports in question are "reduc
ing the sales of U.S. products in the U.S. 
market.'' It is required, however, that 
the President find that neither the Anti
Dumping Act nor the countervailing pro
visions of the law provides adequate 
remedies. Before taking action he is re
quired to provide an opportunity for the 
presentation of views by the public, and 
he may request the Tariff Commission 
for its views as to the probable economic 
impact of the proposed action. He is not 
required to do so, however. 

Whenever the President takes action 
under this section of the act, he must 
notify the Congress. Within a 90-day 
period either House of Congress may 
override his action by a majority vote 
of those present and voting. Otherwise, 
the President's action is final. 

B. TOO MUCH PRESIDENTIAL POWER 

The Ways and Means Committee re
port on the trade reform bill said that 
it is a "reform bill in every sense of the 
word." It certainly is, in the sense that 
it confers unprecedented power upon the 
President to increase tariffs almost with
out limit. It does it through ambiguities 
designed to give the impression that it 
is an instrument to liberalize trade and 
to bring about practical cooperation with 
other countries. 

While proclaiming the virtues of freer 
trade, most of President Nixon's actions 
during his 5 years in office have been pro
tectionist. Finding himself on the horns 
of a dilemma--the one to press for freer 
trade and the other to restrict import 
competition so as to satisfy powerful 
political interests--the President has 
tended to accept both horns by preaching 
free trade while practicing protectionism. 
In all probability this formula will con
tinue. 

The danger is, since H.R. 10710 does 
not clearly state the objective of U.S. 
trade policy, that the "more open and 
more equitable" trading world that is 
sought is one in which intimidation will 
be used to force other countries to buy 
more U.S. goods. This was demonstrated 
all too clearly some months ago when 
then-Secretary of the Treasury Jolm B. 
Connally used threats in an endeavor to 
force other countries to buy more U.S. 
exports. 

In all the years since the first Trade 
Agreements Act was passed in 1934, it 
was never seriously proposed that the 
President be given power to determine 
tariffs and trade policy. Back in the early 
1940's, when Congress was considering 
expanding the President's powers to 
modify trade barriers, it was stated 

emphatically that such authority would 
be "too much power for a bad man to 
have, and more power than a good man 
would want.'' This commonsense phi
losophy should have been applied to the 
proposed Trade Reform Act of 1973. 

C. ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE 

Let us turn now to those provisions 
in title n of the bill which authorize so
called adjustment assistance. 

It is unfortunate that we have to use 
everyday language to convey thoughts. 
I say this because, in the political arena 
particularly, words are purposely used 
ambiguously so as to cause confusion. 
We may agree upon words, but it does not 
follow that we are agreeing on their 
substance. The same word can mean 
many different things to many different 
people. 

To be really meaningful the term "ad
justment assistance" should be used in 
a broad national sense. This means that 
if imports displace workers or firms, the 
Government should assist those workers 
and firms in adjusting to endeavors that 
can stand up in the face of foreign com
petition. "Adjustment assistance" should 
not be used narrowly to mean that the 
Government should enable workers and 
firms to remain in their present lines 
of activity regardless of cost. If the latter 
is meant, "adjustment assistance" is no 
better than erecting trade barriers. 

The purpose of "adjustment assist
ance" should be to enable firms and 
workers to transfer from producing com
modities which cannot compete with 
lower cost imports to those that can. This 
does not mean, of course, that a given 
firm or group of workers should not try 
to reduce costs by improving efficiency. 
The most logical adjustment is that 
which eliminates excessively high-cost 
units of production, thereby enabling the 
remaining firms to operate at lower cost 
and to sell at lower prices. 

The Foreign Economic Policy Subcom
mittee of the House Foreign Affairs Com
mittee, in a report issued last August, 
concluded that: 

In order to strengthen and solidify our 
domestic economy and our foreign economic 
policy, adjustment assistance should have 
the primary claim on policy attention as a 
far less disruptive alternative to import 
restrictions. 

In October 1972 I cosponsored a bill 
which encompassed most of the recom
mendations of this subcommittee of 
which I am a member. On February 28, 
1973, I resubmitted the Trade Adjust
ment Assistance Organization Act in the 
hope that it would comply with the sub
committee's consensus that what is need
ed are practical and timely adjustment 
mechanisms to respond to trade-in
duced unemployment in noncompetitive 
industries on a national basis. The type 
of adjustment envisioned in this act 
means either that present operations are 
made more efficient or that firms and 
workers transfer to different lines of 
activity. 

Unfortunately, the term "adjustment" 
seems to be used narrowly in H.R. 10710. 
This conclusion is borne out by such 
phrases in the accompanying report as: 

It Is necessary to prevent domestic pro
ducers from disruptive market penetration 
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and unfair trade practices if our domestic 
producing interests are to have confidence 
in their a.billty to survive competitively in 
the United States. 

And, in discussing the need for safe
guards, the report states that: 

�~�e�a�s�u�r�e�s� are needed to assure that pro
ducing entitles in the U.S. are able to com
pete on the basis of equity and mutually 
applicable standards of fair trade. 

Thus, the tone of the Trade Reform 
Act of 1973 clearly implies that "ad
justment assistance" means that indus
tries, firms, and workers shall be un
touched by import competition. There 
is no indication in this measure that 
there should be adjustment in any fun
damental sense. 
NEEDED IMPROVEMENTS IN TRADE REFORM: ACT 

OF 1973 

My major criticism of the proposed 
Trade Reform Act is that it does not 
clearly state the objective of the United 
States with respect to international 
trade. If it were in my power to do so, I 
would amend the bill by addihg a trade 
policy title. This section would contain 
a ringing declaration that the objective 
of the United States is to convince other 
countries that they should join us in re
moving all barriers to international 
trade, including tariffs, import quotas, 
and other trade restrictive devices. 

The language in this title then would 
direct the President to enter into trade 
agreements with other countries, indi
vidually or by groups or with all coun
tries together, multilaterally, in a major 
effort to move toward free trade. It would 
state further that it is the hope of the 
United States that the responses to such 
initiative will result in substantial world
wide free trade by the year 2000. 

Even though the ensuing sections au
thoriz-e the President to increase U.S. 
trade barriers as a defense against coun
tries that do not treat our commerce 
fairly, a trade policy provisions clearly 
would have subordinated this authority 
to the bill's major purpose which is to 
obtain agreement among as many coun
tries as possible that they will dismantle 
their trade barriers. Notwithstanding the 
fact that the President's power to in
crease trade barriers would be greater 
than his power to reduce them, I would 
have preferred to have it clearly stated 
that the thrust of the act is to tear 
down trade barriers, while the power 
to retaliate is to be used sparingly and 
only when absolutely necessary. 

CONCLUSION 

Unfortunately, the procedures of the 
House under which the trade bill is be
ing considered do not permit the offering 
of such an amendment. Rather, the 
measure is being debated under a ''modi
fied closed rule." This means that the 
bill, with the exception of titles IV and 
V, has to be accepted or rejected in toto 
with no other amendments from the 
floor permitted. Politically, this is a de
vice to prevent the introduction of pro-
tectionist amendments. 

The realism which we face, therefore, 
is that the bill has to be considered in 
light of the current political situation. 
Waiting in the wings, so to speak, is the 
Burke-Hartke bill , the protectionist al-

ternative to the Trade Reform Act. That 
measure, if adopted, would establish a 
comprehensive system of import quotas 
which would constitute a determined 
retrogression toward protectionism. 

If the trade reform bill does not 
pass today, it is almost certain that 
Burke-Hartke, or something akin to it, 
would then be approved by the House of 
Representatives. In this event, the die 
would be cast; the United States would 
move backward toward rigid protection
ism and economic depression. 

And if both the Trade Reform Act in 
its present unhappy form and the Burke
Hartke bill were rejected, the President 
of the United States would remain 
powerless to negotiate trade agreements 
with other countries in any comprehen
sive manner. 

So then, how should a liberal-minded 
Member of Congress vote today? Should 
he vote against the Trade Reform Act, 
thereby increasing the likelihood that 
Burke-Hartke would follow? Or, should 
he vote for the Trade Reform Act, while 
praying that the President of the United 
States will show enlightenment in its ad
ministration by deciding to do all in his 
power to facilitate free trade, rather than 
move backward toward restrictions? 

I, for one, will do the latter-vote for 
the Trade Reform bill and then pray. 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, at 
this point I yield 10 minutes to the 
"Sledge Hammer," the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. CONABLE). 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I am 
somewhat amused at the sledge hammer 
reference to a sweet and reasonable fel
low like me. I want to reason with the 
Members sweetly at this point because I 
feel that we do have to address some 
of the issues that have been brought 
up in the course of this debate, as full 
of sound and fury as it ·has been. 

This is the Trade Reform Act of 1973. 
It is just what its name implies, relating 
to the reform of our trading arrange
ments 

Whenever we reform anything, be it 
tax reform or welfare reform, we come 
face to face with a number of myths. 
The trade area is no exception as 
far as myths are concerned. Many of 
them have been referred to here on the 
floor. I would like to analyze some of 
these myths and try to deal with them 
factually. 

The first myth I want to deal with is 
that we should fear trade negotiations. 
There has been a great deal of concern 
about America's position in world trade 
as an unfair position, and reference has 
been made to the extent to which our 
goods are discriminated against. Frank
ly, we should fear continuing the status 
quo. If we want to change things, if we 
are not satisfied with the way things are, 
we should want to give to our negotiators 
the opportunity to work to create a more 
rational order of world trade. We will 
be exporting jobs by default rmless we 
negotiate and bring about new trading 
relationships. 

Whether we like it or not, the multina
tional corporation is a fact in the world 
today and 60 percent of the multina
tionals are American. Unless we have the 
right to trade from this country without 

fear of discrimination against goods 
originating here it is inevitable that 
there will be increasing trade through 
foreign subsidiaries of American com
panies firmly ensconced on the European 
Continent and in the developing world 
and quite able to take advantage of ob
stacles to trade which may work against 
goods originating on the American Con
tinent. 

So one of the myths is that by nego
tiating we are going to export American 
jobs. In fact we are trying to avoid that 
happening through trade reform, for 
which the bill provides. 

The second myth I would like to men
tion is not necessarily consistent with 
the first: That we no longer need nego
tiations with the change in the balance 
of trade. It has been pointed out that our 
balance of trade has changed this year at 
least partly as a result of the devaluation 
of our dollar and partly also as a result 
of the combination of controls in this 
country and higher prices abroad. It is 
easier for our people to make more money 
selling abroad than they can here under 
these current crazy economic controls. 
In fact one swallow does not make a 
spring and the fact that during the end 
of this year we have had a turnaround in 
our balance of trade does not mean that 
there is not a substantial advantage to 
us in trying to make a more rational pat
tern of trade for the long term, reducing 
ubstacles to trade and the discrimination 
that affects the trade of our country as 
we drift toward economic nationalism 
without these negotiations. 

The third myth I want to talk about is 
that we should not concern ourselves with 
trade at all since it constitutes only about 
5 percent of our gross national product. 
There are many people who say we could 
live on our fat with our $1.3 trillion 
economy. We do not have to worry about 
trade, the argument goes. It is a very 
modest nart of our total prosperity. 

We do have a very high economic base 
in this country. We have a dynamic sys
tem; but my friends, I want to tell you 
that the future is going to see the devel
opment of foreign markets at a greater 
rate than the American market, simply 
because we already have such an ad
vanced base. We are all aware of the fact 
that the developing countries are devel
oping fast and becoming more prosper
ous. There are great opportunities in this 
country for a vigorous American compe
tition. We should not cut ourselves out 
of that by a negative attitude on trade. 

The fourth myth I want to deal with 
is that imports have a greater impact on 
jobs than exports. Imports do have an 
impact on jobs. That is the reason we 
have the adjustment assistance program. 
It is extremely liberal in this bill; so that 
those affected by imports will not have 
to carry the full burden of the benefits 
of a liberal trade. 

But exports also have a major impact 
on jobs. Certainly they do in my home 
city of Rochester, N.Y. Certainly they do 
in large parts of this country. 

Those who say that unemployment is 
the inevitable result of trade outreach 
are ignoring the fact that in 1953 we had 
61.1 million jobs; in 1972, 81.7 million 
jobs. Something good has been happen-
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ing during this period of time, or this 
economy would not have been able to 
generate such a tremendous increase in 
the job market. 

The fifth myth, that we are so blame
less in trade ourselves, that we have 
nothing to negotiate about, that we would 
have to give away concessions that would 
cut into the muscle of the American 
trade in order to get concessions from 
our more discriminatory foreign trade 
partners. I happen to be one of those 
who thinks we are more sinned against 
than sinning in trade; but let me say 
that we are by no means blameless. We 
have a number of nontariff barriers of 
our own-in marketing agreements, quo
tas, sanitation requirements, buy-Ameri
can provisions, and things of this sort 
on both State and National level. Gen
erally our tariffs are slightly higher than 
those on the European Continent, fol
lowing the Kennedy round. There are 
many areas in which mutual concessions 
are possible and should be sought. 

A sixth myth about this bill in par
ticular is that we are giving the Presi
dent a blank check. In fact, the central 
issue the Committee on Ways and Means 
struggled with was the issue of balance 
and how much discretion we should give 
the President, realizing that the initiat
ing force in this aspect of foreign policy 
lies with the Congress. We have set up 
an elaborate system of congressional re
view and veto to be sure that Congress 
has throughout the process a major input 
into negotiations about the interests that 
inevitably concern our constituents. Our 
role, provided by this blll, prevents a 
blank check to the President and insures 
extensive congressional reviews and con
sultation. 

Another myth is that free trade is a 
liberal position. I say to my conservative 
friends who think the conservative thing 
is to be against trade outreach, they are 
opting for a paternalistic government. 
You are voting for government control 
if you want the Government to protect 
American industry from competition. 
Competition is the cutting edge of Amer
ican initiative. We are quite capable of 
competing in the world, using American 
knowhow and the tremendous resources 
that our fathers have given us. If we sit 
back on our haunches and say, "Protect 
us, protect us," we certainly are not ex
pressing great confidence in the effective
ness of our system. 

I hope our conservative friends will un
derstand that competition, whether it be 
foreign or domestic competition, is also 
one of the major things that is keeping 
prices down in this country. Our incomes 
policy has not been all that effective. 

So, I say to the Members who are 
conservatives, please understand that 
they are not taking necessarily a con
servative position if they opt for Govern
ment protection of industry and a larger 
Government role to minimize foreign 
trade instead of the competition that we 
all believe in. 

The last myth I want to mention is 
the myth that Russia will do anything 
to get American trade. Frankly, we are 
one of the only countries in the world
perhaps China is an exception-that does 
not permit trade with Russia on a non-
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discriminatory basis. The Russians, quite 
obviously, want to normalize their rela
tions with the United States to a greater 
extent. Trade is a neutral vehicle of con
tact, and it is not going to be of signifi
cance unless it is to mutual advantage. 

The Russians obviously are concerned 
about the repetitive pattern of confron
tation that I think concerns every per
son in this Chamber, and so they are 
anxious to normalize trade relations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 additional minutes to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. CONABLE. However, the Russians 
will be able to trade with American in
dustries located as subsidiaries in Europe 
if they cannot trade with America di
rectly. They will be able to trade with 
all the other Western allies who do not 
have discriminatory treatment of the 
Russians as part of their trade policy, 
and it seems to me inevitable then that 
somehow Russia will make out whether 
she has the opportunity to trade on a 
nondiscriminatory basis with American
sited industries or not. I question wheth
er the Russians will go to the extent of 
changing their entire system to take ad
vantage of trade. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONABLE. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I take it the 
gentleman is a supporter of NATO and 
has been over the years? 

I quote from the study that was pre
pared by the Center Force Strategic and 
International Studies. It says: 

The Russian assertion of support for 
detente in Europe is believed by those gov
ernments to oo a means toward Moscow's 
ultimate aim of destroying the NATO 
alliance. 

I also ask the gentleman a question 
in re the People's Republic of China. 
Does he say that most favored nation 
status should perhaps be given to the 
People's Republic of China, as well? 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I think 
there is no reason why we should not 
have the option of moving at least to 
increase our trade with China. I think 
it is going to be difficult and is not go
ing to amount to as much as many peo
ple would hope, but--

Mr. WOLFF. We can look forward to 
that as a step toward progress giving 
assistance to our adversaries, I take it? 

Mr. CONABLE. Well, I think the op
portunity can be progress. Of course, it 
has to be carefully done. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONABLE. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, the gentle
man is telling how nice it would be to 
have trade with the Russians, and to a 
degree I can agree with him, but would 
he tell us how helpful they have been 
lately with the Arabs? They want trade 
on the one hand, but stir up all the 
trouble they can on the other. 

Mr. CONABLE. I do not maintain 
Russia is a great friend of the United 

States. However, I do want to have con
tact with the Russians on some other 
level than military and political. I would 
like to see the Russians have a vested 
interest in peace and cooperation instead 
of continuing to be isolated to whatever 
extent American policy can isolate it. 
I deplore the repetitive pattern of con
frontation that we all know. 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no further requests for time at this 
moment. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
7 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. CoRMAN), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Chairman, almost 
everything that can be said about this 
bill has been said; about the state of the 
world and the state of our problems at 
home. 

It is apparent that the world is in a 
state of transition. 

For more than a generation, we have 
shared with the rest of the world our 
bounty in aid, and we hoped for a long 
time that this aid could be converted to 
trade. I think we are on the threshold 
of that conversion. 

The developing nations are creating 
for themselves an industrial capacity, 
thus developing both the capacity to con
sume and to become �c�~�t�o�m�e�r�s� of other 
nations. 

Other areas of transition are evident 
also. Perhaps the most important single 
one concerns the Common Market, with 
its very substantial growth in member
ship; its wealth, and its role in world 
trade. The Market now rivals us in size 
and in productivity. 

Japan, of course, is a strong force, hav
ing become a significant competitor of 
the United States in world trade. 

Mr. Chairman, the effect upon the u.s. 
of these two competitors will certainly 
not diminish. They will continue to ne
gotiate With each other to rearrange their 
trade patterns and to compete for new 
customers wherever they can be found. 
We must be at that bargaining table, too, 
with some kind of reasonable authority 
to negotiate in our own interest. 

Another area in transition is our own 
industry. How can we provide the great 
bounty of consumer goods we need? A 
century ago it took 80 percent of the 
laboring force in this country, just to 
produce our food and fiber. 

Today it only takes 5 or 6 percent, may
be less. That does not mean that the 
other 70 or 75 percent of the people are 
unemployed. Through the years, other 
kinds of employment have become avail
able. 

Today, because of automation, there is 
a rapid disappearance of low-skilled jobs. 
We can do things better through tech
nology than we can through the sweat of 
our brow. It will soon take only a handful 
of people to man our factories. 

There is nothing wrong With that. It 
is good. There is no reason to condemn a 
substantial portion of the people in this 
country to drudgery labor. It does not 
mean that they need to be unemployed; 
it means that they can turn their talents 
and abilities to something more construc
tive than tightening a nut on a bolt. 

If we did not trade with other nations, 
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if we closed our harbors tomorrow, we 
would still continue to automate our in
dustries. Low-skilled jobs would disap
pear, and we would be faced with the 
problem of providing for their economic 
needs during the time it takes for retrain
ing and reemployment. 

It is not trade that is causing the loss 
of jobs; it is automation. In the long run, 
that is good. 

There were some alternative proposals 
to the bill of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. The principal one was the Barke
Hartke bill, which among other provi
sions, would have set up a series of re
strictive quotas. Quotas lend themselves 
to monopoly. They lend themselves to 
price fixing, and they lend themselves to 
high-handedness and chicanery on the 
part of the bureaucrats who administer 
them. Quotas, in my judgment, are the 
worst possible way for us to attempt to 
regulate trade in a free economy. 

If we want to recall some of the prob
lems we have had with quotas, we can 
remember what ha;ppened to the price of 
beef and the availability of petroleum, 
after fixing import quotas on those two 
items alone. 

Mr. Chairman, I respect very much 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. As 
much as any Member in the House, I 
share with him the concerns of the la
boring people in this country. But I would 
say to the gentleman that honest men, 
with common objectives, can look at the 
same set of facts and reach different con
clusions. I have reached one which is 
substantially different from his. 

The gentleman expresses concern 
about the fact that he has not enough 
personal wealth to come to my district 
and tell my constituents how I voted on 
trade legislation. I assure him that I will 
tell the folks in my district how I voted 
on this bill and why. 

Let us look for a moment at H.R. 10710 
and why it should be passed today. 

International trade negotiations are 
now going on. During the next 2 or 3 
years, I suspect there will be an almost 
complete reordering of the way various 
major trading partners will handle their 
international trade. 

If we pass this bill today, there will be 
much time consuming work before the 
bill becomes law. The Senate must act. 
It will undoubtedly go to conference, and 
then there is the very troublesome prob
lem of a possible Presidential veto. These 
are difficulties to be faced next year. Cer
tainly, we can begin to solve these diffi
culties by passing the bill today in the 
House. 

Mr. Chairman, in considering the bill 
the Committee on Ways and Means was 
seriously challenged to find a way to give 
the President sufficient authority to ne
gotiate and yet protect American busi
ness and American labor from what 
could be bureaucratic high-handedness 
or favoritism. Now, there is always the 
tlu·eat of that in the best of administra
tions. I am not standing before you today 
to tell you we have the best administra
tion we have ever had. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to answer 
those who have expressed concern that 
this bill grants the President too much 
authority. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. This bill will give the Congress 

a greater voice in the development of 
trade policy than ever before. 

In just one aspect of the bill's provi
sions, that of congressional disapproval 
procedures, the bill returns to Congress 
some of the power it has lost over the 
years. 

Actions the President takes under the 
first four titles of the bill are subject to 
the disapproval procedures. Thus, when
ever the President negotiates a nontariff 
barrier agreement under the bill, that 
agreement and its implementation would 
be subject to congressional veto. Under 
title II, when the President departs from 
the congressional guidelines in imposing 
import quotas, his action is subject to 
disapproval by the Congress. Whenever 
the President retaliates against unfair 
or discriminatory pra_,ctices abroad by 
restricting imports, that action also can 
be vetoed. Finally, the President's action 
to extend nondiscriminatory treatment 
to Communist countries or to continue 
such treatment can also be vetoed by the 
Congress. Thus, quite aside from the 
consultative procedures required by the 
bill, the congressional disapproval pro
cedures will assure Congress its rightful 
role in international trade policy. 

The mechanism of congressional veto 
is relatively new; I doubt it will be used 
very often; yet I think it will be an effec
tive check on this administration. 

The bill is a good balance. It will lead 
to expansion of both exports and imports, 
and that is good. 

Mr-. Chairman, I urge support of H.R. 
10710. 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, this 
is positive and progressive legislation, 
and it is necessary for the progress of 
this country. I recommend to my col
leagues that we vote positively on this 
bill. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself such time as I may use. 
Mr. Chairman, this bill has been care

fully worked out by the committee; it 
is a responsible bill. All of the contro
versies that have been before the Con
gress and the Nation appeared in the 
committee, and we fought the battle and 
came out with solutions that are sound 
and responsible. This bill protects U.S. 
industry. There has been mention of the 
steel industry, and there are special pro
visions that will take care of steel im
ports in those cases where foreign gov
ernment ownership of steel plants cause 
problems for our industry plants. Under 
the Waggonner amendment it gives the 
President direct authority to take action 
to protect the industries adversely af
fected by subsidized exports to the 
United States. 

With respect to the countervailing du
ties, we were under a great deal of pres
sure to assure domestic producers the 
right of judicial review. That is provided 
in their bill here. On the antidumping 
provisions there will continue to be the 
right to judicial review also. 

This bill starts a new procedure of 
congressional surveillance which I think 
is tremendously important. 

There are four different veto proce
dures that will allow Congress to work 
its will. If we fail to pass this bill I think 
we are on the road to disaster. Protec-

tionism and isolationism in the world 
in which we are living is the road to 
disaster. This is not an easy vote; it is 
a tough vote but it is a right vote. It is 
a right vote for the Members and it is 
a right vote for this country in this cru
cial stage of history. This is the road to 
economic growth; this is the road to jobs 
and this is the road to peace. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in support of title V of the trade reform 
bill. 

Title V provides authority for the 
President to grant generalized tariff 
preferences to developing countries on 
the imports of semimanufactures, man
ufactures, and other select products. 
While the President is given rather broad 
discretion in determining the �e�l�i�g�i�b�i�l�~�t�y� 
of those nations qualified to receive duty
free treatment, factors which he is re
quired to weigh include the country's 
level of economic development, its MFN 
standing and its preferential trade status 
with other nations. Articles eligible for 
preference are so determined only after 
the Tariff Commission has submitted its 
advice and other agencies and individ
uals have had the opportunity to make 
known their views. Certain items includ
ing watches, textiles, shoes, and speci
fied steel products are not eligible for 
preferential treatment. Furthermore, an 
article exported from an individual de
veloping nation will lose its tariff pref
erence if more than $25 million worth of 
that article is imported annually by the 
United States from that source or if im
ports of that commodity from an indi
vidual developing nation constitutes 50 
percent or more of U.S. imports of that 
article. Thus, American industry and its 
workers are protected from imports and 
import levels which could cripple domes
tic industries. 

U.S. policy and congressional senti
ment acknowledges that the developing 
nations must display initiative and de
termination to solve their own economic 
and social problems if they expect to re
ceive U.S. aid and assistance. This atti
tude is reflected in the Mutual Develop
ment and Cooperation Act now approved 
by Congress. While development assist
ance will continue to play a critical role 
in and have a considerable impact on the 
developing nations, trade offers a prom
ising vehicle through which these na
tions can most meaningfully and realis
tically acquire a greater degree of self
assurance and economic independence. 

Much of the developing nations' ex
ports to this country is admitted duty
free under MFN status and thus falls 
outside the scope of any generalized pref
erential tariff system. Furthermore, 
preferences do not cover all dutiable 
items since some have been excluded to 
protect domestic markets. Therefore, 
while the amount of trade subject to the 
generalized system of preferences is not 
extensive, that which is should be liber
alized in order to provide developing na
tions with the additional markets criti
cal for realizing their development goals. 

These nations represent a substantial 
and growing market. for American goods. 
At present, developing countries pur
�c�h�a�~�e� approximately 30 percent of our 
exports valued at about $15 billion. These 
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exports h&ve doubled within the past 10 
years and have contributed trade sur
pluses to our balance-of-payments pic
ture. About one-half of all developing 
r ... ations' trade in manufactured goods is 
conducted with the United States. If we 
expect to maintain or ii prove on this
and I feel strongly that we must-we will 
have to make the kinds of concessions 
and mutually �b�e�n�e�f�i�c�~�P�J� agreements that 
will enable us to be competitive with the 
European nations and Japan. 

Export sales provide foreign currency 
to developing nations-80 percent of 
their total-which increases their buying 
power on the world market. Their de
mand for �m�a�n�u�f�a�c�t�~�e�d� products from 
the industrialized nations means more 
jobs for workers and a brighter econom:.c 
picture for those nations which can and 
are willing to provide those goods 
and which have demonstrated a coopera
tive attitude in mutual trading relation
ships. The fact that certain European 
nations have special preferential trading 
agreements with many of the develop
ing nations will not be much of an in
centive to the developing nations to "buy 
American". 

As a member of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, I have had the opportunity 
to confer, both here and abroad, with 
many representatives of developing na
tions. Their attitude, shared virtually 
unanimously, reflects an earnest de::;ire 
for expa:r:ded trade opportunities with 
this country. If we turn our backs on the 
possibility of increased trade at the same 
time all other industrialized nations have 
adopted GSP-and they all have-then 
we cannot criticize or fault the develop
ing nations for the trading policies they 
consequently adopt. 

Recent worldwide grain shortages and 
the petroleum cutoffs have graphically 
and dramatically f>erved to illustrate the 
growing economic interdependence of the 
world community. We, along with prac
tically every other nation, have come in
creasingly to rely upon an ever decreas
ing supply of scarce resources, agr_cul
tural and mineral alike. The developing 
nations possess stores of critical re

sow·ces, our access to which will depend 
upon the relationships we foster with 
them. Nigeria, for instance, is a leading 
world supplier of petroleum. As a dynam
ic and influential African nation, Nigeria 
is steppbg up its demand for the kinds 
of manufactured and agricultural goods 
the United States can supply. There is 
little doubt in my mind that if Nigeria 
can obtain better terms elsewhere on 
that which it imports, i ts exports-in
cluding petroleum--can just as easily go 
elsewhere as well. Such action, if it oc
curred, should not be unexpected or 
looked upon as politically motivated or 
retributive; it simply makes good busi
ness sense and we would do the same 
under the circumstances. 

Today, we have the opportunity to ap
prove a provision which opens the door 
to greater trade opportunities for U.S. 
business and industry, a system of gen
eralized trade preferences which will be 
an entree into maturing markets, a good
faith application of an attitude which 
can assure our access to essential and 
scarce raw materials. If we deny to the 

developing nations GSP-which every 
other industrialized nation has extended 
them, which is mutually beneficial to 
them and to us, which is a logical expres
sion and extension. of the friendship and 
concern we have historically demon
strated-they will consider a denial of 
GSP an incomprehensible affront to their 
determined efforts to achieve and suc
ceed. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge the 
House to support retention of title V. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, I com
mend the Committee on Ways and Means 
for its long and arduous deliberations on 
the trade bill. 

The committee's bill represents a 
needed departure in U.S. trade policy. 
For the first time under the bill's provi
sions our negotiators would have author
ity to deal forthrightly and directly with 
unfair and unjustifiable trade policies 
of other countries. The committee's bill 
provides ample negotiating authority in 
the area of tariff and non-tariff barriers 
and also, for the first time, provides a 
credible system of safeguards to protect 
U.S. workers and domestic industries 
from injurious import competition. 

The committee has wisely restricted 
Executive discretion as well as provided 
detailed procedures that should assure 
adequate and responsible Congressional 
participation in, and oversight of, the 
national trade agreements program. 
Similar procedural safeguards have been 
provided to assure that consumers and 
importers, as well as domestic producers 
and workers, have the opportunity to 
make their views known on particular 
trade policy issues before the adminis
tration acts. This act is balanced and 
realistic and addresses itself to the prin
cipal issues which confront the United 
States in the international economic 
scene. 

I am particularly gratified that the 
committee rejected the administration's 
original proposal to substitute a some
what improved unemployment insurance 
program for a special program of adjust
ment assistance for workers and firms 
injured by increased import competition. 
I wish the committee had gone further 
than it did in this area. 

The Subcommittee on Foreign Eco
nomic Policy, which I chair, last year 
made an exhaustive study of adjustment 
assistance in the hopes that our findings 
would be of value to the Committee on 
Ways and Means and to the House mem
bership when it focused its attention on 
trade policy. To a large extent, the con
clusions reflected in the adjustment as
sistance provisions of H.R. 10710 and 
those reached by the subcommittee in its 
report are in substantial agreement. Ad
justment assistance is to be preferred as 
the least costly policy alternative for 
dealing with injury resulting from im
port competition. This important point 
is often ignored or disputed because the 
costs of adjustment assistance are visible 
as a budgetary expenditure, while the 
vastly greater costs of import restrictions 
are hidden in the higher costs consumers 
and producers must pay for goods sub
ject to tariffs and quotas. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee bill 
totally overhauls and streamlines the 
current adjustment assistance program's 

petitioning and certification procedures 
and centralizes responsibility for these 
functions in the Secretary of Labor and 
Commerce respectively for worker and 
firms. Further, the qualifying criteria for 
groups of workers, individuals, and firms 
have been eased to guarantee reasonable 
access to the program and to facilitate 
rapid-delivery of program benefits. These 
reforms are critical to the future success 
of the program; without them there 
would be little reason to provide adjust
ment benefits, since they would not be 
deliverable in time to be of assistance to 
workers. 

The package of benefits has also been 
improved. Cash trade readjustment al
lowances have been increased. The max
imum allowance payable has been in
creased substantially from 65 percent of 
the average weekly wage in manufactur
ing to 100 percent of that figure. If the 
new ceiling were in effect today, an un
employed trade-displaced worker could 
receive up to $155 a week compared to 
the $101 weekly maximum the present 
program provides. Allowance increases 
for workers making less than the average 
weekly wage are less generous-70 per
cent of the average wage for the worker's 
first 26 weeks of unemployment and 65 
percent for subsequent weeks as com
pared to 65 percent for all weeks in the 
current program. 

Unfortunately, the bill improves onlY 
marginally the manpower and employ
ment services provisions of the Trade 
Expansion Act. These have not been �e�f�~� 
fective. Adequate funding for these serv
ices was not provided and frequently a 
worker's eligibility for program allow
ances terminated before placement in 
suitable training was possible. Training 
is a valuable adjustment aid that has 
proven its effectiveness in enhancing 
both the employability and productivity 
of workers. I hope the funding authori
zation for the manpower bill we recently 
passed will prove to have adequate pro
vision for trade impacted workers or that 
the Secretary of Labor undertakes to 
provide funds specifically for services to 
such workers. 

The relocation provisions of the bill 
are an improvement over the present 
program. Access to relocation benefits is 
not restricted and workers may receive 
job search allowances as well as reloca
tion allowances and expenses. 

As I stated earlier, the program of 
adjustment assistance in this bill does 
not go far enough, but it represents a 
measurable improvement over the exist
ing program, and I can support it. 

This country lacks a national man
power and industrial policy. The social 
and human costs of rapid technological 
�~�h�a�n�g�e�,� changing trade patterns, chang
Ing energy requirements and resources, 
and other inherent dynamics of our 
economy make it imperative that we deal 
systematically with our manpower and 
industrial problems. This point was 
made by the President's Commission on 
International Trade and Investment 
Policy and by the Subcommittee on For
eign Economic Policy. The concerns 
being voiced by labor and management 
in adversely affected sectors of our econ
omy are real concerns which must be 
confronted if we are to maintain our 
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preeminence as a responsible world 
power. 

In the report of the Subcommittee on 
Foreign Economic Policy we stated that: 

With the imminence of new multilateral 
trade negotiations, it is all the more timely 
to provide a workable trade adjustment as
sistance program, which can also serve as a 
demonstration model for a national man
power and industrial program. Moreover, a 
strong trade adjustment assistance program 
will strengthen our position in international 
economic negotiations as well as fulfill our 
responsibilities to our domestic economy. 

I support H.R. 10710. It is far-reacl_l
ing legislation that should be enacted m 
the national interest. I support the re
vamping of the adjustment assistance 
policy in the bill, and have �c�o�~�d�e�n�c�e� 
that it serves as a workable pomt of 
departure from which further improve
ments can be made as it proves itself to 
be a viable alternative to unwise and 
costly import restricting measures. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, if "!'e 
are to have a. multilateral trade negotia
tion with any hope of accomplishing 
the ambitious objectives we have set 
out for this one-the so-called Tokyo 
round-the developing countries of the 
world must participate in it. 

What is it we are trying to achieve for 
the United States in these talks? 

Are we trying to open up new markets 
for U.S. exports, which still today repre
sent a marginal 4 percent of our gross 
national product? 

Are we trying to break down unfair 
and illegal barriers to U.S. exports
such practices as preferential tariff ar
rangements-which favor the exports of 
our developed country competitors in 
third world markets? 

Are we trying to win fairer access to 
the markets of other industrialized 
countries? 

Are we trying to create new demand 
for our exports in the developing coun
tries by helping them help themselves to 
industrialize and diversify, so that they 
can better earn the foreign exchange to 
pay for imports from the United States? 

Are we trying to assure dependable 
sources of supply for our increasing need 
for strategic raw materials? 

Are we serious about trying to im
prove our credibility abroad and re
deem commitments made over the last 
three administrations? 

I believe we are trying to achieve all 
these objectives and if we are serious 
about accomplishing them, then we will 
need the fullest support of the develop
ing countries in the forthcoming trade 
talks. . 

For many reasons the developmg 
countries will be playing a significantly 
greater role in the multilateral trade 
negotiations than ever before. The so
called group of 77 developing coun
tries which helped to create the United 
Nations Conference on Trade and De
velopment (UNCTAD) is now actually 
96 in number. In the 83-member Gen
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 
(GATT), almost two-thirds-53-are 
developing countries. If one adds the 16 
countries, all developing, which have 
provisionally acceded to GATT or are 
considering it, the ratio is closer to 5 to 
1-83 percent. These countries have ob-

viously become an important force, not 
only as individual nations, but also as a 
combined group. 

For years we have heard charges that 
the "have" countries of the world are 
doing too little to try to facilitate a 
greater role for the " ha;ve nots" in the 
politics of the world economy. 

Now we need the voices of the devel
oping countries in the councils of inter
national monetary and economic affairs. 
We need them because their own increas
ing importance and numbers make it im
possible to have effective reform of world 
systems without them; we need them be
cause in international forums such as 
GATT which are structured on a one
country 1 one-vote basis their votes carry 
a lot of weight. We also are witnessing 
a dramatic demonstration of our own 
increasing dependence on developing 
countries for certain raw materials of 
which they are important suppliers. 

If we are to achieve the more open and 
less discriminatory world trading order 
we seek, we must count on the support 
of at least some of the developing coun
tries in order to achieve a better balance 
in a truly international reform of the 
rules of trade. The forthcoming talks are 
not, and must not be seen as, simply a 
confrontation between the United States 
and the European Community and 
Japan. 

We have similar or common trading 
problems with many of the developing 
nations. For example, even though we 
are the largest industrial Nation in the 
world we still share a strong identity 
with many developing countries as an ex
porter of certain types of agricultural 
products. We share with the many de
veloping countries the damage to our 
trade that is caused by artificial non
tariff barriers and preferential trading 
arrangements. Trade preferences now 
extended by Europe to the Mediterranean 
and African developing countries favor 
these countries over others-in fact, they 
discriminate against others in a way 
which prevents diversification of eco
nomic relations for those who are not 
members. 

We have, in fact, already begun to see 
the importance of this commonality of 
interest with the developing nations in 
the preliminary negotiations of the cur
rent round of talks. In Geneva, the de
veloping countries have already stood 
with the United States on key proce
dural questions under consideration 

Further, we need the developing coun
tries both as a market and as a source of 
supply. As the Secretary of the Treasury 
testified recently, the developing coun
tries provided a $14.6 billion market in 
1972 for U.S. goods and services. In fact, 
as a group, they purchase more from us 
than wP. do from them. Perhaps more im
portant, they provide us with one-third 
of our raw materials imports, and that 
proportion will only grow in the future. 
The United States is, in fact, already de
pendent on other nations for more than 
50 percent of our supplies of 6 out of 13 
major raw materials required by our in
dustries and this dependence is expected 
to grow sharply in the years ahead. 

The system of generalized preferences 
which the trade bill grants authority to 
offer is only one of the factors which 

should be taken into account in this 
effort to involve the less developed world 
more meaningful in the broadest possible 
trade talks. But it is an important fac
tor, and as our trade negotiators have 
testified, possibly a sine qua non. 

Now, I must add here that this system 
of generalized preferences is no "free 
ride." The use of the authority is subject 
to numerous checks and balances. Its 
basic limitations and restrictions are 
these: 

A "competitive need" formula under 
which, unless waived by the President-a 
beneficiary would automatically lose its 
eligibility for GSP on any article which 
the President determines it has supplied 
50 percent of total U.S. imports of that 
article, or a total value of the article in 
excess of $25 million a year over "a repre
sentative period." 

An "eligible article" must be one which 
meets these tests : 

First, it must have been so designated 
after a Tariff Commission investigation 
of the probable effects on domestic pro
ducers of like or directly competitive 
articles, public hearings, and the advice 
of interested departments and persons; 

Second, it must be imported directly 
from a beneficiary and whose total value 
or value added is substantially attribut
able-a minimum of 35 to 50 percent
to the direct costs of materials or proc
essing in that beneficiary; and 

Third, it must not be subject to an 
escape-clause or national security clause 
action. 

A "beneficiary developing countrY' 
must be one which meets these tests: 

First, it must be so designated by the 
President after taking into account a 
long list of considerations, including the 
expressed desire of the beneficiary to be 
so designated; the level of economic de
velopment of the beneficiary; whether 
or not other major developed countries 
are extending generalized tariff prefer
ences to such beneficiary; and whether 
or not such country has taken U.S. prop
erty without provision for prompt, ade
quate, and effective compensation. 

Second, it must receive MFN equal 
tariff treatment; and 

Third, it must not grant reverse pref
erences, or, if it does, it must give satis
factory assurances such preferences will 
be eliminated by the end of 1975. 

In extending duty-free preferential 
treatment, the President must take into 
account in addition to the considerations 
listed above, the extent to which other 
major developed countries are "under
taking a comparable effort" to assist 
beneficiary developing countries. 

All other major industrialized nations 
with the exception of Canada maintain 
some type of trade preference for the 
developing countries. 

Our proposed system, while comparing 
favorably to others, will have a quite 
limited impact on U.S. imports. 

In 1971, U.S. imports of products 
which could be declared eligible for gen
eralized preferences totaled $2.7 billion. 
The competitive need formula eliminates 
preferences on $1.2 billion or 43 percent 
of this amount. The $25 million rule alone 
would exclude $946 million or 35 percent 
of total eligible imports while the 50 per-
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cent rule alone would exclude $288 mil
lion or 11 percent. This leaves a total 
estimated trade coverage based on 1971 
figures, of only $1.5 billion. 

Nor can the preference plan be said to 
benefit products manufactured by so
called "runaway" U.S. plants in certain 
areas abroad. The countries most af
fected, in terms of the absolute value of 
otherwise eligible imports excluded, 
would be Hong Kong, Taiwan, Korea, 
and Mexico in that order. In fact, there 
has been some criticism that the "com
petitive need" formula, which limits 
duty-free treatment to imports of less 
than 50 percent of the U.S. market or an 
annual rate of $25 million over a repre
sentative period, favors the least devel
oped of the developing countries. Frank
ly, this proposal is designed to favor the 
lesser developed nations, an objective 
which is shared by many other indus
trialized countries and by many of the 
developing countries themselves. Tariff 
preferences should be used as an instru
ment to build competitiveness, particu
larly in the important manufacturing 
and semimanufacturing industrial sec
tors of the developing nations, and not 
as a crutch on which an exPorting coun
try should continue to rely beyond the 
point of relative competitiveness with 
the products of either the developed na
tions or those of the more advanced 
LDC's. 

If we were to offer indiscriminate trade 
preferences to the exports of all develop
ing countries, those developing countries 
which have already become highly com
petitive and need no artificial help would 
realize the bulk of the benefits. This is 
not the purpose of this plan; rather it is 
to enable the poorer and less competitive 
countries to earn their way more equi
tably. 

Let me reemphasize the factors that 
underlie our need for a generalized sys
tem of preferences. The developing coun
tries, especially including the Latin 
American nations, need export develop
ment and expansion of their manufac
tures and semimanufactures as a critical 
element in their economic development. 
The increased foreign exchange earnings 
of the developing countries will benefit 
our exports. We need their support and 
participation in our efforts to negotiate 
a freer and less discriminatory world 
trading system. In other words, we ea.ch 
have something to offer and something 
to request from the other. The returns to 
the United States from such a policy 
promise to be substantial. The trade pref
erence proposal in this bill provides a 
bridge to connect our mutual objectives. 

In sum, this is an idea whose time not 
only has come, but which is long over
due. Title V of the Trade Reform Act of 
1973 should be overwhelmingly endorsed 
and enacted without further delay. 

In conclusion, as chairman of the In
ter-American Affairs Subcommittee I 
would like to remark briefly on the im
portance this bill has for our hemisphere 
neighbors as an indication of our con
tinuing willingness to work together for 
a better future. 

On October 5, Secretary of State Henry 
Kissinger hosted a luncheon in New 
York for delegates to the United Nations 

from Western Hemisphere countries. He 
issued an eloquent invitation to our 
neighbors to initiate a new dialog 
aimed at the creation of a renewed spirit 
of inter-American cooperation based on 
a careful joint review of all the issues 
which confront our nations. In response 
to Dr. Kissinger's invitation the foreign 
ministers from Latin America and the 
Caribbean met in Colombia from Novem
ber 14 to 16 and issued a document set
ting forth their views as a basis for dis
cussion with the United States at a meet
ing to be held with Dr. Kissinger in Mex
ico early next year. One of the central 
points raised in the statement of the for
eign ministers, entitled "Bases for a New 
Dialog Between Latin America and the 
United States," concerns the "structure 
of international trade and the interna
tional monetary system." In that section 
the foreign ministers stress that: 

The United States should urgently imple
ment its general scheme of preferences and 
apply it without reciprocity or discrimina
tion. Preferences now in effect should not be 
impaired during the multilateral trade nego
tiations; they should be expanded. 

Clearly, the Congress has an opportu
nity today to respond to this request by 
the hemisphere foreign ministers and to 
provide our new Secretary of State with 
a tool he needs if he is to effectively use 
his considerable talents to restore to our 
inter-American relations the mutual con
fidence and respect which so long char .. 
acterized them. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, yesterday 
we were told that the bill before us is 
not a perfect bill. 

No one in this body can disagree with 
that. Indeed, should the bill be perfect, 
it would be the millenium. 

But we were told in the next breath 
that the opponents of this bill represent 
only a narrow self-interest. And we were 
told that this narrow self-interest is in 
defiance of the national interest. 

Mr. Chairman, it is hardly a secret 
that the AFL-CIO and the UA W are 
strongly against this bill. 

But to try to discredit this opposition 
by the implication that it is against the 
national interest is the shoddiest of tac
tics, particularly to make the bill a 
matter of "politics" by AFL-CIO Presi
dent George Meany. 

The constituency of the AFL-CIO is 
13.5 million working and taxpaying 
American citizens. They are interested 
in what kind of jobs they will have and 
what kind of standards of living this 
Nation is to have. 

This bill goes directly to what kind of 
jobs Americans will have in the future, 
and what kind of standard of living this 
Nation will have. 

Is that narrow self-interest? 
This is not just a bill that affects 13.5 

million members of the AFL-CIO. It af
fects all Americans. That is why the 
AFL-CIO is interested in it. 

And for too many Americans, this bill 
raises the threat of increased imports 
which will affect their jobs and their 
standard of living. For too many Ameri
cans, this bill increases the threat that 
their jobs will be exported out from 
under them, or that the technology they 
have been depending on for a high stand-

ard of living will be sent abroad rather 
than remaining here and producing. For 
too many Americans, this bill raises the 
threat that the industry of America on 
which we have depended to take care of 
an expanding work force will be further 
eroded in the name of international 
trade. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not deny that we 
need a trade bill. But we do need a trade 
bill that-as this one does-puts the in
terest of our trading partners ahead of 
the interests of the American worker and 
the American economy. 

The charge was made that only a 
narrow self-interest group of steel, elec
trical, textile, and shoe workers, sup
port this bill. This is surely not true. 
The AFL-CIO convention in October 
1973, adopted unanimously a resolution 
opposing this bill, all strata of American 
workers were represented. The 13¥2 mil
lion AFL-CIO workers and their families 
represent a major part of our economy. 
They have a personal stake in this coun
try and its economic future. The real 
"self-interest" in this legislation are the 
corporations, whose beneficiaries will 
collect their dividends and profits 
whether the factories are here or in 
Taiwan. The American worker has a 
self-interest in America, in a good liveli
hood, a high standard of living, and a 
strong economic future. If that is self
interest, then every American should 
plead guilty. It is unfortunate that an 
attempt is made to becloud the issue. 

It is regrettable that remarks were 
made yesterday that would have been 
better left unsaid. Uncomplimentary 
aspersions were made about a man 
whose life has been spent in and on 
behalf of the American worker, both the 
organized and unorganized worker. 

Mr. Meany deserves better treatment. 
When he favored the 1962 trade bill he 
was considered a patriot and broad 
minded statesman. Today, 10 years later, 
millions of jobs lost, industries closed 
down, business and enterprises moved to 
foreign shores to produce the goods and 
services once produced by better paid, 
better clothed, better housed workers, Mr. 
Meany keeping before him his lifetime 
goal, jobs and dignity for American 
workers, has voiced the wish of the work
ers and is opposing the monstrous fraud. 

For this he is pictured a wily politician. 
It was said that he does not run for 

office as often as Congressmen do. The 
records show Mr. Meany runs every 2 
years and has a constituency of 13,-
500,000 voters, covering the entire 50 
States. 

This, like many things said in the heat 
of debate, was not meant in the manner 
in which it was said. I disbelieve that any 
Member of Congress is unappreciative 
of his lifetime of service to his people, his 
organization, and his country. 

Mr. Chairman, the voices raised most 
strenuously in behalf of the trade bill 
now being considered by the House come 
from U.S.-based multinationals. 

They are for the bill, of course, because 
they have the most to gain from it. 

One of the arguments for the multina
tionals in support of this bill is that by 
permitting them to expand abroad, it will 
result in the creating of employment here 
at home. 
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To support this claim, the mul tina- man WILBUR MILLs, and the no less able 

tionals depend partly on a set of statis- ranking majority and minority members, 
tics compiled by the Department of Com- AI. ULLMAN and HERMAN SCHNEEBELI. 
merce. These appear to show that the The opponents to this bill have sug
firms most active in foreign investment gested that because of its complexity and 
between the years 1966 and 1972 had a profound impact on such an essential 
greater gain in employment in their U.S. facet of the Nation's commercial life, 
facilities than did other corporations. that action should be deferred for more 
The multinationals and their organiza- settled times. However, it would take the 
tions also have studies which, not sur- most uninhibited optimist to predict 
prisingly, reach the same conclusion. that the future will be any less harried 

Then they make the claim that their than the present. For the very reason 
foreign investment has created U.S. jobs. that this is a difficult time in our national 

This is a misleading bit of statistical history the Congress cannot avoid mak-
trickery. ing the important decisions, but to the 

It can be true that those corporations contrary must reassert its position of 
which invested most heavily in foreign leadership by enacting legislation such 
subsidiaries showed a greater gain in U.S. as this. 
employment. But that does not make it The ·aver growing interdependence of 
true, as the multinationals would have oountries and regions on international 
everyone believe, that foreign investment trade as a means of assuring national 
is thus responsible for faster job growth viability is one of the great economic 
at hQme. realities of the 20th century. If the 

Let's look more closely at the claim. United States is to maintain a position 
The multinationals examined by the of leadership in this system of expand

Commerce Department are not just cor- ing world trade, it is vital that the Pres
portations which invest overseas. They ident be given the new negotiating �a�u�~� 
include America's largest concerns which thority contained in the Trade Reform 
are the largest employers, the largest de- Act. 
fense contractor, the largest recipients I am convinced that the unique and 
()f Government contracts at all levels. unprecedented congressional and pub-

And signifieanly, they are the concerns lie participation written into this bill 
most heavily engaged in mergers and provides adequate safeguards against 
acquisitions. any abuse of authority. In addition, the 

The unique character of these corpo- bill not only offers protection for workers 
rations was noted in a report to the Con- and industry from possible harm _caused 
gress by the Tariff Commission early in by negotiated import increases, but in 
1973. so doing improves present procedures for 

The multinational firms are neither minor compensating injuries from foreign im
employers nor a special case which can be ports. 
analyzed independently of the national econ- The extreme care with which the com
omy. They are the backbone of the demand mittee approached this legislation is 
side of the labor market, the firms which . . . demonstrated in the consideration given 
have the biggest quantitative punch in terms to our territories. As many of you are 
of the number of people they hire. aware, products manufactured in the 

The claims of net job creation by the Virgin Islands and other insular posses
multinationals are highly vulnerable. As sions may enter the United States duty 
well as being active in direct foreign in- free provided that no more than 50 per
vestment. the multinational concerns cent of their value is of foreign origin. 
were heavily engaged in domestic mer- The intent of Congress in passing this 
gers and acquisitions. Subtract the em- legislation has been fulfilled in that many 
loyment additions from the claimed job new and important sources of employ
growth, and a different picture emerges. ment have been attracted to the territo-

The Emergency Committee for Amer- ries to take advantage of this provision. 
lean Trade claims from its own studies However. the Trade Reform Act gives the 
an employment growth among multina- President authority to grant duty-free 
tionals in tbe decade from 1960 to 1970 status to certain products from develop
of 36.5 percent compared with an em- ing nations, and this in theory could have 
})loyment growth of 30.3 percent for all a devastating effect on the territories. 
industries. But without the job addi- Thus, I was enormously gratified that, 
tions to these concerns as a result of mer- acting upon my request, the committee 
gers and acquisitions, the multination- has included in its report unequivocal 
als growth is 21.6 percent-considerably qualification of this Presidential author
less than the all-industries figure. ity. The report states that the committee 

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Chairman, I am strongly believes that the products of 
pleased to rise in support of the Trade U.S. insular possessions should under no 
Reform Act of 1973, and specifically to circumstances be treated less favorably 
praise the outstanding work of our dis- . than those of foreign countries. Likewise, 
tinguished and learned colleague, AL the committee stated that the President 
ULLMAN. Dur1ng his service as temporary should consider the extent to which any 
chairman of the Ways and Means Com- duty-free treatment accorded a foreign 
mittee Congressman ULLMAN's unceas- state would affect the economic well
ing efforts were responsib1e for drafting being and development of the insular 
what I am sure will be one of the most possessions. 
important legislative documents of this Mr. Chairman, I cite this example not 
decade. The American people are indeed only because of its importance to my con
fortunate that the Ways and Means stituents in the Virgin Islands, but also 
Committee, which has such a predomi- to show the extent of the thought and de
nant place in the Nation's economic des- tail the committee has given to the pres
tiny, is guided by the outstanding Chair- ervation of important national interests. 

Thank you very much. 
Mr. CARNEY of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 

I rise in opposition of the so-called 
"Trade Reform Act of 1973," H.R. 10710. 
I believe that the passage of this legisla
tion would do serious damage to our 
standard of living, it would do serious 
damage to existing laws that protect our 
society, and it would do serious damage 
to the industrial backbone of our Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, at the present time the 
American people have lost confidence in 
their President-yes, and even in their 
Government. The American people are 
literally begging the Congress to reassert 
its rightful powers under the Constitu
tion. Yet, the bill before us today wou1d 
further erode the power of Congress and 
place vast new powers in the hands of the 
President. These new powers would en
able the President to negotiate agree
ments with foreign countries which would 
affect every �a�r�~� of our economy. 

Mr. Chairman, the economy of the 
United States is fast becoming a service 
economy. American businesses are pro
viding services to American consumers 
while goods for American consumers are 
being produced abroad. America cannot 
survive as a service economy. 

Many traditional American industries 
now are located in foreign countries in 
order to take advantage of cheap labor 
and tax loopholes. Look at the number of 
foreign cars in the United States. Many 
of them are manufactured by American 
companies located abroad. Where are an 
the shoes being manufactmred? Where 
do all the radios and televisions come 
from? Where have all the jobs gone? This 
bill does nothing about these problems. 

Mr. Chairm-an, the fact is that Ameri
can jobs and American technology are 
rapidly being exported overseas and this 
legislation would speed-up their depar
ture. Furthermore, the assistance pro
gram for American workers who lose 
their jobs because of foreign imports or 
plant relocations abroad is totally in
adequate. 

At a time when our country is suffer
ing from high unemployment, inflation, 
dollar devaluations, and trade deficits, 
the passage of this bill would do a great 
disservice to the American people. I urge 
that it be defeated. 

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, I am voting against the Pres
ident's trade bill for a number of rea
sons. One is that it seeks to regulate 
the internal affairs of another country. 
It is realized that the President is not to 
blame for this provision inserted in the 
bill. 

Second, special trade concessions are 
made for so-called underdeveloped na
tions which merely will add to our for
eign aid outlays which I oppose. 

Another reason, perhaps most impor
tant, is that this bill will give far more 
power than should be given to this Presi
dent. Even without this bill we saw just 
a few months ago how this administra-
tion looks upon our farmers when their 
interests are pitted against processors 
and/or consumers. The President placed 
an embargo on soybeans, thus reducing 
prices for farmers from $12 to $6 within a 
weeks' time. The administration came 
within a hair of doing the same thing 
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on cotton. All this in view of the fact 
that no other scarce commodity has been 
embargoed, nor has there been a serious 
threat to do so. There are numerous ex
amples of commodities more scarce than 
soybeans or cotton that were permitted to 
remain free of export embargoes or con
trols, such as petrochemicals and other 
oil products, fertilizers. 

This example of blatant discrimination 
constrains me to vote against this new 
grant of vast economic and trade powers 
to this President. 

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr. 
Chairman, there r..re many provisions of 
the trade bill now before us which have 
not been adequately explained so that 
their full ramifications are evident. 

There are many provisions in the bill 
which grant special concessions to so
called "developing countries" which I be
lieve, i-::' rr.ort; clm:ely examined, are far 
more damaging to the U.S. economy than 
they are helpful to these countries. 

Imports from these so-called develop
ing countries are not inconsequential. 
From a figure of $12.1 billion in the first 
10 months of 1972, imports rose to a total 
of $16.2 billion in the l'ike period of 
1973-an increase of 33.9 percent. 

The developing countries which get 
favored treatment under the provisions 
of the :1.dministration's trade bill are not 
all proverty-stricken entities. Such na
tions as Taiwan, Singapore, and others
which presently have full-employment 
economies and sizable trade surpluses 
with America-are included. 

What is disturbing that nowhere in 
the hundreds of �p�a�g�e�~� and thousands of 
complex and confusing words of this bill 
is there any definition of a "developing 
country." We should at least be laying 
down some careful guidelines as to what 
are the conditions under which we will 
extend trade concessions to these na
tions. 

Most of the nations currently in the 
category of developing countries have 
high tariffs and other barriers against 
U.S. goods. And title I of the adminis
tration trade bill would permit these na
tions to keep whatever barriers they have 
in negotiations. 

Title Vof the bill permits another con
cession. The President can remove all 
tariffs on imports of manufactured prod
ucts from these developing countries. 
There are some restrictions on this au
thority, but the ?resident can, as one 
of the many and extensive powers 
granted to him in this bill, decide that 
the "national interest" requires that he 
not apply these restrictions. 

Thus, the bill creates a special atmos
phere and a specially protected status for 
developing countries, many of which have 
low-wage economies. 

Further, �~�h�e�s�e� provisions encourage 
United States-based multinationals to 
relocate production in these protected 
enclaves, ;.c.t the expense of U.S. jobs and 
production, and shipgoods back into the 
United States under low-wage condi
tions. 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair
man, I commend the distinguished Ways 
and Means Committee for its exemplary 
effort in the complex area of interna
tional trade. I especially commend the 

committee for the reductions and restric
tions it has made in the trade powers re
quested by the President. The provision 
that allows a veto by either House of 
Congress of any agreement to remove 
nontariff barriers is a model of congres
sional restraint of Executive power. 

However, this congressional veto on 
agreements to remove nontariff barriers 
is not duplicated in three other areas in 
which the bill grants the President sig
nificant powers. These three other ma
jor powers are as follows: 

First, power to impose import sur
charges or quotas in case of balance of 
payments deficits; 

Second, power to remove tariffs or 
quotas on imports to help control infla
tion; and 

Third, power to lower tariffs or to raise 
them 50 percent above the 1934 Smoot
Hawley levels. 

First, the President has authority un
der section 122 of the bill to impose im
port quotas and a maximum 15 percent 
import surcharge to help correct balance 
of payments deficits. Under this section, 
the President has a free hand for 150 
days. After these 150 days, Congress must 
extend the authority for these actions or 
they will end. However, Congress should 
have the power to stop such actions be
fore they are taken, not after they are a 
fait accompli. Under this section, repre
sentatives of inefficient industries would 
have 150 days in which to rally support
ers who would benefit from protectionist 
measures. 

Second, under section 123, the Presi
dent may remove tariffs or quotas on 
imports to help control inflation. Again, 
Congress has no say for 150 days after 
which time Congress must extend these 
actions for them to continue. The only 
other restriction on the President's 
sweeping power under this section, other 
than the exception of certain articles, is 
that the removal of tariffs and quotas 
cannot apply to more than 30 percent of 
the total value of U.S. imports at the 
time the actions are taken. Whereas the 
principle of increased competition to con
trol inflation is correct, the sweeping 
powers granted the President under this 
section for 150 days without any congres
sional limitation are disturbing. 

Third, and most important, under sec
tion 101 the President has authority for 
5 years to reduce or increase tariffs. His 
powers to reduce tariffs are moderate: 
tariffs of less than 5 percent may be 
eliminated; tariffs of 5 percent to 25 
percent may be cut up to 60 percent; 
and tariffs over 25 percent may be cut up 
to 75 percent, but to a level of not less 
than 10 percent. However, the Presi
dent's power to raise tariffs under this 
section is frightening. He may raise 
tariffs to 20 percent above the 1973 level 
or 50 percent above the 1934 Smoot
Hawley levels, whichever is higher. The 
1934 tariff levels, set by the infamous 
Smoot-Hawley Act of 1930, prolonged 
and deepened the Great Depression by 
inducing foreign retaliation, shrinking 
exports, and increasing unemployment. 
And the President may raise or lower 
tariffs under this section without any 
congressional veto or check on his de
cisions. What assurance do we have that 

this or another President will not raise 
tariffs to harmful levels, as well as use 
other protectionist powers provided by 
tbls bill, in a misguided attempt to pro
tect domestic industry? 

Nominally, of course, the purpose of 
this trade bill is to reduce tariffs and 
other trade barriers by providing the 
President with negotiating authority. 
But in fact, the bill grants the President 
enormous powers, that could be used 
to restrain as well as to increase trade, 
without adequate congressional limita
tions on these powers. Of the President's 
power to raise tariffs 50 percent above 
the Smoot-Hawley levels, there exists no 
possibility for congressional restraint. 

I am a free trader and support ef
forts to reduce trade barriers in order 
to provide higher standards of living for 
all nations. However, this trade bill could 
just as well serve protectionist ends. 
Moreover, another principle is at stake 
here-the principle of checks and bal
ances between the Executive and the 
Congress I fear that this trade bill sur
renders too much power to the President 
without adequate congressional limita
tions. 

However, I shall reluctantly support 
the trade bill with these reservations 
and shall urge Congress to use all the 
powers it has to correct any excesses 
committed by the President, including 
the repeal of authority granted under 
this bill. 

Mr. YATRON. Mr. Chairman, one of 
the most dangerous provisions of the 
administration's trade bill is the author
ity for the President to negotiate away 
present nontariff safeguards. 

These safeguards in many cases take 
the form of laws on the books specifi
cally passed and dealing with product 
safety, consumer protections, environ
mental standards, and other domestic 
safeguards. 

Under the administration's bill, the 
President would be given authority to ne
gotiate away these safeguards. Agree
ments concluded under this authority 
could wipe out not only Federal law, but 
also State and local law. The governing 
bodies would have have to go back and 
pass these laws all over again-if indeed 
they were aware of what had been nulli
fied. 

The President would have to notify 
Congress 90 days in advance of his intent 
to enter negotiations on nontariff safe
guards, and then would have to give 
Congress 90 days in which to veto the 
agreement. But in the danger is that 
these agreements could be packaged in 
such a complex manner as to make ra
tional evaluation by the Congress im
possible. 

Mr. Chairman, there is enough con
fusion in this bill with respect to non
tariff safeguards without subjecting the 
Congress to this further confusion. 

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Chairman, when 
the administration sent us its Trade Re
form Act of 197:3 not so long ago, it was 
accompanied by assurances from many 
of the President's spokesmen that the 
sweeping powers it sought would be used 
to assure the United States a more even 
break for its products in the world mar
ket, and to help safeguard domestic in-
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dustries and jobs. Our new trade policy, it 
was implied, would be geared to getting 
·trade concessions from others rather 
than so freely giving as in the past. 

But the more these same spokesmen 
talk, the more it seems the old habit of 
giving concessions with regard to trade 
rather than getting them is just too 
strong to break. Now that we have given 
almost every other nation in the world 
free and open access to the American 
market--which has resulted in a deluge 
of imports which have wiped out hun
dreds of thousands of jobs and meant 
the disappearance of countless indus
tries--we seem all too eager to now open 
the barriers to the Soviet Union. 

As evidence of this, listen to what J. 
Dapray Muir, Assistant Legal Adviser for 
Economic and Business Affairs in the 
State Department, had to say in a recent 
speech: 

The importance of trade between the 
U.S. and the Soviet Union cannot be over
emphasized; the Soviet Union is a reservoir 
of vast quantities of raw materials of interest 
to the U.S.; and its market potential for 
consumer type products and machines for 
making such products is immense ... for 
these reasons, the nondiscriminatory tariff 
treatment for Russian products which is the 
precondition for the increased trade con
templated by the October Trade Agreement 
and which the President has, in his Trade 
Reform Act of 1973, requested Congress to 
enact, are of great importance. 

Despite what Mr. Muir says, I believe 
that the importance of trade with the 
Soviet Union can be overemphasized
and I am afraid that that is just what we 
may be doing. 

I believe that we, in the Congress, need 
to know a great deal more about what 
the United States is talking giving in 
terms of what we are getting before we 
rush to grant the Soviet Union the same 
tariff treatment we give other nations. 
We should be in no hurTy to help the So
viets build up their economy if it is going 
to involve the deterioration of our own 
economy here at home. And if we hastily 
lower our barriers to the importation of 
cheaply made Soviet goods into this 
.country, that is exactly what we are in 
danger of doing. 

I think the Congress should be well 
aware of what stakes are involved with 
respect to what this administration has 
in mind conceTning trade with the Soviet 
Union before it undertakes consideration 
of any trade bill. 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, when 
all the technicalities 1n this proposed 
bill are boiled down, the simple result 
seems to be that the United States is the 
least-favored-nation in the proposals 
now before the Congress. When MFN and 
NTB and GATT and all the other 
alphabet soup of letters and trick phrases 
are examined, it looks as though the 
United States is left out of the considera
tions. 

Let us look, first, at the term "most
favored-nation." We are told by the 
experts that this term merely means that 
countries which now do not have equal 
tariffs on their products into the United 
States will have the same tariffs as every 
other country. But that does not take 
into consideration that those countries 

are so �c�o�n�s�t�i�t�u�t�e�d�~�b�o�t�h� in national and 
international tenns--to protect their 
economies absolutely. Thus the Com
munist countries get equal rights with all 
other countries to have the same tariffs. 
But the United States does not have 
equal rights to sell in the markets of the 
Communist countries. 

Let me give you just one example: The 
United States is expected to have a 10. 
million auto market this year-including 
imports. It does not matter where they 
come from? Is the United States going 
to sP.ll automobiles to the countries which 
will get most-favored-naJtion treatment? 
No, the United States is going to sell the 
productive capacity to make automobiles 
with the newest equipment paid for by 
credits from the United States. That is 
the kind of bargain that says: You get 
what you want and I will take what you 
give me. Now, nobody believes that the 
Communist countries are g-oing to sell 
their working people 10 million cars. But 
everyone believes that more cars will be 
imported into the United States. So, 
what happens? The wall against U.S. 
goods remains, but we have to give the 
other countries an "equal" chance to 
ship autos into the United States. 

Published reports say that the trade 
between the United States and the Soviet 
Union will expand to $3 billion this 
year-with or without most-favoTed
nation treatment. That is one predic
tion-recently in the Journal of Com
merce. 

But title IV and the least-favored
nation with the Communist countries is 
not the only problem in this bill. The 
United States is the least-favored nation 
in terms of GATT also. The GATT, ac
cording to this bill, should be revised. 
But any industry hurt by imports is not 
supposed to be helped under the GATT, 
in title II, because the old rules apply to 
U.S. industry while new rules are being 
negotiated. How can anyone stand still 
for that kind of a bill? 

And title I and V of the bill also make 
the United States the least-favored-na
tion because the bill authorizes the nego
tiators to make bargains on nontariff 
barriers--NTB's--with the developed 
countries only. The developing coun
tries can keep their nontariff barriers, it 
says by implication. So, what will hap
pen? The developing countries are 
expected to export to the United States 
$2 billion a year if present trends con
tinue. So, if Mexico or Brazil OT Spain 
or Taiwan or any other country-friend 
or foe-has high barriers to U.S. exports, 
they can keep them, as long as the Presi
dent decides ii; is in the national in
terest to consider these countries I.DC•s 
or "developing." But the United States 
has to give those countries not only the 
most-favored-nation equal rights to this 
market, but special preferences for their 
manufactured products. That makes us 
the least-favored-nation with everyone. 

There is no expertise needed to under
stand this kind of a proposaL This is a 
proposal that will leave the United States 
less well off and every other nation
Communist or non-Communist, rich or 
poor, better off. In a losing game, should 
the United States not try to win for a 
change? 

That is why I urge the defeat of the 
bill. 

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, the 
Trade Reform Act of 1973 is, by and 
large, a sound and workable proposal. It 
has received the benefits of the collective 
wisdom of a great number of people. and 
has emerged as a document of compro
mises which should enable it to do the 
job for which it was designed. 

I voted against the rule on this bill 
because I feel that the timing is not par
ticularly auspicious for such an under
taking; with the President inescapably 
shadowed by the black cloud of Water
gate and the inten1ational economic 
scene in disarray caused by the recent 
events in the Middle East, I believe that 
a short wait before taking up this pro
posal would allow us to see more clearly 
where we are headed. Nevertheless, there 
can be no disputing the fact that we 
have been without authority to conclude 
international trade agreements since 
1967-the longest such pertod in our his
tory; that there have been massive shifts 
in the world's economic structure for 
which we must make adjustments; and 
that the negotiations which would pro
duce these adjustments have broken 
down because our trading partners, 
aware of this lack of authority, have 
been rightfully afraid to conclude good 
faith agreements knowing that they 
could not be binding on the United 
States. 

The effects of our inability to act have 
not been pleasant; two currency devalu
ations and a reversal of our traditional 
favorable balance of trade are the prices 
we have had to pay for our lack of flexi
bility in this area. I believe that the bill 
reported by the Committee on Ways and 
Means presents us with the tools to deal 
with our trade problems in a meaning
ful, and certainly less cataclysmic, way. 

Those whu oppose the bill make the 
criticism that it erodes to an unaccepta
ble degree congressional prerogative in 
the area of foreign commerce. On bal
ance, however, I feel that the committee 
has provided us with adequate safeguards 
to insure that, while the United States is 
able to act decisively, the Congress re
mains in a position to see that it does 
not act precipitously. We retain the au
thority to review and veto such actions 
as removal Qf nontariff barriers, imposi
tion of import surcharges or quotas, lift
ing of import restrictions, total removal 
of significant tariffs and quotas, and un
due retaliatory measures taken by the 
President. 

In addition, this bill provides more 
meaningful protection to workers and 
firms significantly harmed by increased 
imports. We all recognize that our cur
rent system of compensation for import 
injury is, to say the least, inadequate; 
labor must be provided more adequate 
protection from the vagaries of interna
tional trade. 

The Trade Reform Act of 197-3 will 
facilitate petitioning procedures, speed 
eligibility determinations, ease qualify-
ing requirements for worker assistance, 
and increase benefits to affected individ
uals. LaboT is the baekbone of American 
production, and deserves every bit of 
this protection. 
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Possibly the most controversial por

tions of the bill are title IV, respecting 
most-favored-nation treatment, and the 
amendment that the gentleman from 
Ohio will offer concerning Export-Im
port Bank credits. I deeply regret the 
necessity for these provisions. The United 
States has always done its best to adhere 
to the U.N. Declaration of Human 
Rights which guarantees among other 
things the right of individuals to emi
grate as they please, and I have always 
agreed wholeheartedly with that posi
tion. Certainly no one here can dispute 
the fact that emigration from other na
tions has allowed our own to become a 
tremendous example of what all men 
are capable of; yet we find today that 
there are still places where a man is not 
free to choose an alternative residence. 

In sum, the trade bill we have before 
us is the very best we can do based on 
what we know and believe to be true; I 
strongly urge its passage with the Vanik 
amendment. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I shall 
vote for this trade bill with the hope that 
the bill is a move in the right direction. 
Admittedly it is far from perfect. I have 
opposed and do oppose some of the pro
visions in the measure. 

It is my hope that as the legislative 
process continues the bill may be im
proved. The Senate must act on the 
measure and thereafter a Senate/House 
conference will be required. Of course, 
the content of the final version is not 
known at this time but I hope the final 
measure will be reasonably acceptable. 

In view of the great interest in the bill 
and the significance of wh3.t the House 
is doing today I wanted to make these re
marks for the RECORD. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, for
eign trade is the economic lifeblood of 
every industrialized nation. As the most 
industrialized Nation the world has ever 
seen, the United States must engage vig
orously in world trade. In fact, the United 
States is the largest single trader in the 
world and has a substantial stake in 
maintaining and increasing the free :flow 
of trade between nations. New York City 
in particular, as one of the major hubs 
of international commerce, relies heavily 
on the exchange of goods between na
tions for the employment and livelihood 
of hundreds of thousands of its citizens. 

H.R. 10710, the Trade Reform Act of 
1973 before us today, represents a major 
congressional effort to improve the ability 
of the United States to engage in trade. 
It is designed to build upon the so-called 
Kennedy round trade reforms of 1962 
and allow the United States to retain its 
role in the expanding world trading sys
tem. Our economy and the world trade 
situation have changed so rapidly and 
so radically over the intervening years 
that the progressive trade policy fash
ioned 11 years ago requires modification 
if the United States is to survive as a 
great trading nation. 

The Nation has had no authority to 
negotiate new trading agreements with 
other nations since 1967, and since that 
time the United States has had increas
ingly severe trade and monetary prob
lems. Without new, flexible authority, the 
United States could well begin to lose 

out on its share of growing international 
markets, and the recent upturn in our 
trade balance could falter and again 
decline. 

The Trade Reform Act is being con
sidered under a "modified closed rule'': 
that is, only certain amendments will be 
permitted to be offered on the :floor of 
the House. I voted against that rule, first, 
because I believe the consideration of 
this important legislation is ill-timed. I 
would have preferred to see the bill taken 
up early next year, when the Senate will 
also be ready to consider it and when the 
Nation will be in a better position to 
judge the performance of some of our 
major trading partners of the future, 
such as the Soviet Union. 

This bill would allow the extension of 
favorable trade relations with the Soviets 
under certain conditions, but such pol
icies Ehould be held in abeyance until the 
Soviets adopt a more responsible attitude 
toward settlement of the Middle East dis
pute. I cannot agree with the argument 
that we should extend most-favored
nation status and tax credits to the So
viets in the hope that they will become 
more responsible members of the world 
community. They should prove their de
sire for detente and increased trade by 
joining the United �~�t�a�t�e�s� in promoting a 
direct negotiated peace in the Middle 
East. Then, and only then, should we 
consider expanded trade relations, al
ways insisting on a free emigration 
policy. 

I was opposed to the modified closed 
rule on another ground: It does not per
mit the House to consider amendments 
to our tax laws which would discourage 
American investments abroad that dam
age the job picture at home. In my own 
trade bill, H.R. 17133, which I introduced 
on October 13, 1972, I had proposed vari
ous measures of this type. Regulation of 
these investments and the practices of 
multinational corporations should have 
been included in this legislation. Since it 
was not, I voted against the rule permit
ting immediate consideration of this bill. 
I now encourage the Committee on Ways 
and Means to turn its attention to these 
issues early in the second session of the 
93d Congress. 

Since the rule providing for considera
tion of the bill has been adopted, I have 
decided to SU.PPQrt the bill. On balance, 
I have concluded that H.R. 10710 is a re
sponsible effort to give the President au
thority, subject to a variety of limita
tions, to enter into new trade agreements, 
to reduce, increase, or eliminate tariff 
and nontariff barriers to trade. 

The President asked for unlimited au
thority, but the bill in title I sets limits 
on the amount of cuts that can be made, 
while granting short-term authority to 
raise or lower surcharges and quotas to 
restrain infiation or regulate the balance 
of payments. The bill also for the first 
time directs the President to give U.S. 
attention to nontariff barriers, which to
day constitute greater impediments to 
international fair trade than tariffs do. 

It also directs the President to work 
for new, fairer rules of intetnational 
trade, rules that have grown to be favor
able to European countries and unfavor
able to the United States. New rules gov-

erning unfair trade practices, interna
tional labor conditions and standards, 
and the tax structure of member coun
tries need to be negotiated if the United 
States is to have a fair chance to com
pete in world markets. 

Title II of the bill authorizes substan
tial relief from import competition to 
U.S. industries by giving the President 
authority to set up import protections 
for industries suffering from or threat
ened by import competition. The Presi
dent must notify Congress of industries 
which request such assistance, and he is 
authorized to apply duties, quotas, and 
orderly marketing agreements to protect 
affected industries from harm. Workers 
and firms could also be granted relief 
from imports through an improved sys
tem of trade adjustment assistance. The 
program presently in effect has been in
effective, providing Government com
pensation to only 40,000 American work
ers because of import-related industry 
disruption. 

In my own bill I called for easier and 
simpler access to relief, and increased 
worker benefits of unlimited duration. 
The provisions in H.R. 10710 are not as 
liberal as I would like, but they do allow 
workers and firms substantial help from 
the Government in the form of weekly 
compensation, training, and relocation 
benefits. 

Title III of the bill allows the United 
States to retaliate against countries 
which unfairly restrict imports or dis
criminate against U.S. exports, or sub
sidize their exports to the United States. 
This new authority should help protect 
our own industries and open up new 
markets in such nations as Japan 
through a more equitable handling of 
trade matters between nations. 

Title IV would permit the extension 
of most-favored-nation status to non
market countries on the condition that 
those nations allow the fundamental, in
ternationally endorsed right to freedom 
of emigration. I also expect an amend
ment offered by Representative V ANm:, 
which would also deny the extension of 
U.S. credits to such nations as the Soviet 
Union unless they allow free emigra
tion, to be overwhelmingly approved by 
the House. Together, these provisions 
should provide tremendous leverage for 
the United States to help protect op
pressed minority groups in Communist 
nations. Without these provisions and 
without this bill, the United States could 
continue to grant credits for interna
tional trade to the Soviets without any 
consideration of their treatment of So
viet Jews. This is an important factor in 
any decision to vote for this bill. 

H.R. 10710 is clearly a very :flexible in
strument which the President can use 
to increase U.S. participation in world 
trade while protecting our own industries 
from unfair competition. It does not 
freeze into law a rigid set of protections, 
which some workers and companies 
threatened by increasing imports wou d 
have liked. Instead, it gives the Presi
dent a negotiating instrument with 
which to gain new advantages for the 
United States in international markets 
through forthcoming multilateral nego
tiations. It is not blank check authority, 
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however, since it includes Congressional 
guidelines, requirements for investiga
tions and public hearings, consultations, 
and disapproval procedures. The bill also 
includes numerous safeguards to prevent 
or compensate for substantial injury to 
domestic firms and their workers. The 
bill allows the President to deal with two 
equally important concerns: The expan
sion of international trade with increased 
U.S. participation and the safeguarding 
of our own workers who may suffer from 
that expansion. The President must now 
use that authority wisely, and the Con
gress must use the oversight, consulta
tion and veto powers reserved to it to 
make sure that wise and fair policies 
result. 

It is said that the Congress should not 
delegate to ar_y President, ler..st of all the 
present incumbent, such powers as are 
delegated to the President in this bill. I 
am all for the Congress asserting its 
proper role in matters of foreign trade 
and foreign policy, and especially on the 
great questions of war and peace. But in 
this case the Congress cannot possibly do 
what we want the President to do: The 
Congress cannot negotiate trade agree
ments or negotiate for the reduction of 
non tariff barriers; this is something that 
only the Executive can do. Since the 
adoption of the first Reciprocal Trade Act 
in 1934, and especially since the Ken
nedy-round negotiations of the early 
1960's the Congress has appropriately 
had to leave the prime responsibility for 
trade negotiations to the Executive. This 
has been a traditional part of the kind 
of constructive foreign policy favored by 
the Democratic Party, and we should not 
abandon it simply because a Republican 
is in the White House. 

I am deeply concerned about unem
ployment in my district and elsewhere in 
the country, and I am worried that un
employment will grow as a result of the 
energy crisis. Moreover, I respect and un
derstand the fears of those, especially of 
my friends in the labor movement, to the 
effect that under this legislation imports 
may cause additional unemployment, in 
spite of protective measures I have men
tioned that are included in this bill. 

However, it is my profound conviction 
that those who oppose H.R. 11710 on this 
ground are paying insufficient attention 
to the unemployment that will follow if 
our foreign trade does not continue to 
grow. The total slowdown of our econ
omy, indeed the depression, that would 
ensue if we follow the course of economic 
isolationism would be catastrophic-far 
more serious than the temporary dislo
cations that may be expected as we con
tinue to pursue the policy that the 
United States should be the greatest 
trading nation in the world. 

Mr. MATHIAS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, exports are vitally important 
to American agriculture and the enact
ment of the Trade Reform Act of 1973 
will be beneficial to our agricultural in
dustry. American farmers must export 
to live. Without exports, the health of 
the farm economy and that of the en
tire Nation would be jeopardized. 

Since ouu· farmers are geared to pro
duce in excess of the Nation's ability 
to consume, a vigorous and growing ex-

port market is vital to an economically 
sound and prosperous agriculture. With
out strong export market outlets, farm 
income would drop, rural America would 
suffer, and hundreds of thousands of 
workers employed in the agriculture re
lated industires-farm suppliers, han
dlers, -::ransporters, processors, and mer
chandisers-would be out of work. A 
strong farm export market, therefore, is 
important to the entire Nation. 

Farm exports mean better incomes for 
farmers, abundav_t food at moderate 
prices for American consumers, and rea
sonably priced foodstuffs for people 
around the world. They are also a prin
cipal source of the Nation's foreign ex
change. For example, we pay for oil with 
soybeans, wheat, cotton, hides, and the 
other items of our agricultural abun
dance. Furthermore, our capacity to ex
port food has been and continues to be 
a major factor in our efforts for peace. 
Food exports played a major role in 
achieving a detente with the Soviet 
Union and are a factor in renewing our 
relations with the People's Republic of 
China. 

It is important to our farmers and to 
the entire ab,ricultural industry that we 
encourage the reduction or elimination 
of trade barriers and increase accessi
bility to foreign markets. The Trade Re
form Act is a major step toward open 
and nondiscriminatory trade. It is the 
responsibility of the Congress, therefore, 
to provide the President with the neces
sary authority to negotiate for improved 
trading conditions for agriculture. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr 
Chairman, today the House of Repre
sentatives faces a critical decision which 
will shape America's foreign and domes
tic policies for years to come. 

I think that nearly everyone agrees 
that the time has come for some basic 
shifts in our international trade posture. 
The international marketplace of trade 
in the 1970's is no longer the marketplace 
that we knew in the 1950's or 1960's. Ma
jor structural changes in the world econ
omy have occurred as Germany and 
Japan emerged as strong economic and 
competitive powers. The world monetary 
system has become increasingly unstable 
and inequitable. The result of all of these 
changes has been the evolution of a world 
market structure vulnerable to recurrent 
crisis, protectionist sentiment and eco
nomic stress and distortions. 

In recognition of the changes neces
sary in the international economic sys
tem, trade reform has been a No. 1 
priority of the 93d Congress. Numerous 
proposals have been made by the ad
ministration, by interested parties, by 
labor unions, business and industry to 
effect that reform. In my opinion, we 
owe a real vote of thanks to our col
leagues on the House Ways and Means 
Committee for the job they have done 
in putting together these diffuse and 
oftentimes contradictory perspectives in
to a piece of generally sound and work
able trade reform legislation. 

The major purpose of thj.s legislation 
is to renew the President's authority to 
negotiate multilaterally trade items such 
as tariff levels and nontariff trade bar
riers. This authority, which last expired 

in 1967, is absolutely necessary if the 
United States is to take a strong initia
tive in forging a new international eco
nomic order which recognizes and pro
tects the legitimate interests of America. 

The administration has shown that it 
can use the authorities in this bill wisely 
and in the best interests of America and 
the international economy. The recent 
progress in Geneva at the GATT talks 
on a multinational trade agreement is 
an indication of the abilities and strength 
of our negotiating team. 

But this trade reform bill does much 
more than simply concern itself with the 
needs of expanding our trade abroad and 
stabilizing the world economy. It also ex
plicitly addresses itself to the needs of 
the American worker and American busi
ness. 

H.R. 10710, the Trade Reform Act of 
1973, increases our powers to deal with 
unfair trade practices of other nations. 
Sanctions to deal with the dumping of 
cheaper, below-cost foreign goods, re
strictive and discriminatory foreign trade 
barriers, and other such practices are 
improved. This means, of course, addi
tional protection for American jobs 
against unfair foreign competition. 

H.R. 10710 also offers other improve
ments in the protection of American jobs 
and industry from foreign goods. The 
most basic improvement is in relief from 
economic injury due to foreign compe
tition. This relief is offered in the form of 
adjustment assistance to both firms and 
employees. For eligible workers adverse
ly affected by foreign trade competition, 
there is a liberalized benefit program in
cluding higher cash allowances, job 
training, employment counseling and 
placement, and other relocation benefits. 

The Trade Reform Act is not perfect. 
But it goes a long way in providing a 
workable foundation for today's and to
morrow's new international economic 
world. The House of Representatives can 
do its part by passing H.R. 10710 today. 

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of title V of the Trade Reform 
Act of 1973. 

We cannot hope to have a peaceful 
and stable world composed of an affiuent 
minority and an impoverished majority. 
As the richest Nation in the world, we 
should make good our long-standing 
commitment to implement a generalized 
system of tariff preferences for the 
poorer nations. In doing so, we would 
be acting not out of altruism, but in our 
own self-interest. 

Export growth is essential for devel
opment. The developing countries have 
been concerned about generalized pref
erences since 1964. In their view, the 
present international trading system dis
criminates unfairly against them and 
discourages expansion of third world ex
ports. Industrialized country tariff rates 
on manufactured imports from low-in
come countries are considerably higher 
than on those from developed countries. 
Some of the poorer nations believe that 
the major powers want to perpetuate a 
system that is allegedly designed to hin
der t.heir industrialization and to prevent 
their emergence as more important trad
ing nations If aspirations for develop
ment among the poorer nations in Asia, 
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Africa, and Latin America continue to 
be thwarted, levels of tension and vio
lence will continue to rise, and develop
ment of democratic institutions condu
cive to human dignity will continue to be 
frustrated. 

The best way of achieving development, 
economic development, experts agree, is 
not through massive aid programs nor 
inward-looking import-substitution pol
icies on the part of the less developed 
countries, but through outward-looking 
policies of export promotion. 

The economic growth of the third 
world has always been in the best in
terests of the United States. Thirty per
cent of our exports--$15 billion a year
currently go to the developing countries, 
This is already a sizable market, but its 
potential is even greater. The develop
ing countries offer an expanding market 
for U.S. exports of agricultural com
modities and of high-technology, high
skill manufactured products. In turn, we 
depend upon the poorer nations in signifi-
cant measure for imports of essential raw 
materials, of low-cost labor-intensive 
products, and of investment income. Our 
goals can be best realized if there is rec
ognition of our mutual trading interests. 

The United States alone among the in
dustrialized nations of the world has 
yet to implement a generalized system of 
tariff preferences. Sixteen major powers, 
Japan and the European Community in
cluded, have done so. Canada is about to 
implement system, and five Eastern 
European countries including the Soviet 
Union have announced generalized pref
erence systems. 

When we implement a generalized sys
tem of preferences, we can call on other 
countries to phase out special preferen
tial arrangements and so-called reverse 
preferences, which would otherwise shut 
us out of important markets. . 

There has been steady proliferation of 
special preferential arrangements be
tween some developing countries and the 
European Community. These special 
preferences discriminate against the 
United States and other third countries 
which are not a party to any such special 
arrangements. A worldwide system of 
generalized preferences under which all 
developed countries accord comparable 
tariff treatment to all developing coun
tries would remove the justification for 
special preferences and the discrimina
tion that goes with them. 

�~�e� problem of reverse preferences
preferences which the poor countries 
give to certain rich countries--could also 
be eliminated through implementation 
of a generalized system of preferences. 
Reverse preferences are harmful to U.S. 
interests and to those of the developing 
countries as well. They increase the cost 
of imports necessary for development. 
Title V provides that to be eligible for 
preferences the developing country must 
agree to eliminate reverse preferences by 
January 1, 1976. 

Developing countries do have a com
petitive advantage in low technology 
manufactures. We know that imports of 
these goods can increase competition in 
developed-country markets and can 
create problems. But title V is cushioned 
with safeguards to protect American in
dustry and American workers. 

Since generalized �p�r�e�f�e�~�e�n�c�e�s� are now 
being extended by nearly all industrial
ized nations, the increased flow of prod
ucts from the poorer countries will be 
widely spread among the markets of the 
developed countries. The increase of 
U.S. imports resulting from generalized 
preferences is not expected to reach 1 
percent of our imports of manufactures 
and will involve a wide variety of goods. 
There is little possibility of serious pres
sures resulting. 

Title V restricts the amount of any 
one product that may enter the United 
States from any one supplier country. 
Preferences are to be terminated for any 
product from a less developed nation 
when those imports reach $25 million in 
value, or 50 percent of the total value of 
our imports of that particular product. 

Preferential tariffs granted under the 
system proposed in title V are limited to 
a 10-year period. This is meant to insure 
that preferential tariff benefits are con
fined to small and beginning exporters. 

In addition, all items subject to import 
relief action, such as watches, shoes, tex
tiles, and certain steel products, are ex
cluded from preferential treatment. 

For these reasons, then, the United 
States will not experience adverse con
sequences from the extension of general
ized preferences to the poorer nations. 

Generalized tariff preferences in favor 
of the poorer nations of the world will 
help these countries shake themselves 
free of poverty. They will at the same 
time provide expanded markets for 
American exports and help insure con
tinued U.S. access to essential raw mate
rials. 

For our own economic well-being as 
well as for our future good relations with 
the rest of the world, it is of the utmost 
importance that we implement a gen
eralized system of tariff preferences for 
the poorer nations. 

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, I have 
given a great deal of consideration to the 
legislation before us and have attempted 
to weigh the pros and cons as they were 
presented to me by our colleagues and by 
interested individuals and organizations. 
There is little question that our trade 
policy urgently requires adjustment and 
realinement in a number of key areas 
and that the manner in which tariffs 
are negotiated and duties set must be re
formed. Certainly the United States must 
be aided and encouraged to vigorously 
participate in world trade negotiations
such as the GA'IT negotiations now un
derway in Geneva and the bargaining to 
be initiated early next year in Japan
and the executive should be given the 
necessary tools and authority to engage 
in meaningful trade discussions. On bal
ance, however, I believe that the measure 
we are now considering reforms nothing 
and that a number of aspects may very 
well be harmful to our own economy and 
to our future trade policy. 

I am, for example, deeply troubled over 
the new authority granted to the Presi
dent to enter negotiations which alter the 
basic structure of international trade and 
to move on areas affecting many aspects 
of the domestic economy. Although some 
protections are ostensibly provided by 
granting the Congress authority to close-

ly monitor negotiations and provide for 
a congressional veto over nontariff bar
rier agreements, I am not at all sanguine 
that such a mechanism will work as ef
fectively as is envisioned. I feel that this 
particular feature is deceptive. We have 
had enough experience in recent months 
and years to realize that the Congress 
will most likely not veto any compli
cated trade agreements on an up-and
down basis. 

By failing to provide for any sort of 
regulation of the vast U.S.-based multi
national corporations, H.R. 10710 cannot 
be classified as a bill effecting any needed 
reforms. It has been very aptly noted 
that some $3 billion in revenues are lost 
each year because of the tax advantages 
which exist to aid and encourage these 
multinational giants. We must also con
sider the fact that these corporate opera
tions export essential jobs, capital, and 
technology which, in many instances, re
sult in imports which displace American
made items. 

There are two aspects of this measure 
which I very strongly support and which 
I am convinced must be integral parts 
of it. The amendment offered by our 
distinguished and able colleague from 
Ohio <Mr. VANIK) denying credits to any 
country which denies freedom of emi
gration for its citizens and title IV which 
extends most-favored-nation tariff 
treatment to only those nations guar
anteeing to their citizens the right of 
emigration are essential and are two is
sues on which there can be no compro
mise. As one of the original cosponsors of 
the Mills-Vanik Freedom of Emigration 
Act I have spoken out here and else
where on countless occasions in support 
of thzse two features and of the right of 
people throughout the world-but par
ticularly those Jewish citizens in the So
viet Union seeking to emigrate to other 
nations--to travel and emigrate without 
harassment, intimidation, or undue re
strictions. 

The United States in good conscience 
simply cannot extend credits or most
favored-nation status to any country 
which pursues repressive policies such as 
those being perpetrated by the Soviet 
Union against its Jewish citizens. As Mr. 
VANIK clearly stated in yesterday's de
bate: 

The amendment serves notice to other na
tions of our feelings on this :fundamental 
question of human rights; it telegraphs to 
them the steps they will have to take before 
full trade eventually commences. 

These two sections of the bill must be 
enacted and I am pleased to urge their 
passage. 

In the final analysis, however, I can
not support the passage of the trade bill. 
I am aware of the many hours which 
the Ways and Means CQmmittee de
voted to this legislation and the many 
concessions and other agreements which 
were concluded in order to favorably re
port a bill of such importance. Never
theless, for the reasons I have men
tioned as well as for other defects which 
have been discussed by a number of our 
colleagues I do not believe that the en
actment of this legislation is in the best 
interests of the Nation's trading ability 
or domestic economy. Thus, while I give 
my wholehearted support to the freedom 
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of emigration portions of the bill, I in
tend to oppose it on final passage. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, cen
tral to our consideration of the Trade 
Reform Act of 1973 is the action we 
shall take concerning trade with the 
Soviet Union. The administration has 
asked for and vigorously pressed grant
ing most-favored-nation status to the 
Soviet Union. The administration has 
also worked to block attempts to attach 
any conditions to expanded East-West 
trade. 

Detente and all of its illusions has 
become the order of the day. Despite the 
Soviet wheat fiasco and the millions of 
dollars of unpaid debts owed by the 
Kremlin to U.S. citizens, American busi
nessmen are rushing to Moscow. 

Congress must decide whether uncon
ditional trade with the Soviet Union is 
in the national interest. I, for one, be
lieve that for the United States to de
velop the industrial and military capac
ity of a self-declared enemy is neither 
rational or moral. 

Nothing makes this point more clearly 
than the Israel-Cambodia security as
sistance bill which will be before Con
gress later today. This bill would author
ize appropriations of $2.2 billion to 
Israel and $200 million to Cambodia. The 
reason we will have to make these vast 
appropriations is to counter the mili
tary expansionism and reckless foreign 
policy of the Soviet Union. It is insane to 
vote funds to block Soviet military ma
neuvers while at the same time helping 
to develop the Soviet economy. Such a 
policy can only end in national suicide. 

The Soviets have been and are in
volved in an arms buildup in the Middle 
East. Before the most recent war, they 
sent thousands of weapons including ad
vanced SAM's to Egypt and Syria. These 
weapons destroyed equipment provided 
by the United States to Israel. 

Now this may not be too unusual in it
self, but there is one additional factor 
involved. That factor is that the West 
has built up this Soviet military might. 

The GAZ-69 rocket launcher used 
against Israel was built in a Soviet plant 
built by an American firm. The Zllr--130 
truck, a standard Soviet army truck, is 
manufactured in a plant built by another 
American firm. The Soviet T -54 tank
again in use against Israel-has a type of 
suspension system which the Soviet Un
ion purchased from another Amerioon 
firm. Many of the weapons were sent to 
the Middle East by Soviet ships. The So
viet shipbuilding industry has been high
ly dependent on the United States. Now, 
of course many of these same weapons 
and vehicles were used in Vietnam to kill 
American fighting men and are still being 
used against allies in that part of the 
world. 

In recent weeks I have detailed new 
"deals" with the Soviet Union-deals 
that are being underwritten by credits 
provided by or guaranteed by the U.S. 
Government or governmental agencies. 
Those deals include a highly advanced 
petrochemical plant. Advanced petro
chemical industry is an important part 
of any Nation's military might. 

The Soviet wheat deal, oiled with 
American Government credits, only cost 

the United States money. The cost of 
these other deals may be much higher. 
The American taxpayer through his tax 
dollars no longer should be asked to fi
nance his enemies. It is time to say no to 
further credits to the Soviet Union 
granted or guaranteed by the U.S. Gov
ernment. 

Mr. ROBISON of New York. Mr. Chair
man, in the past few decades we have 
witnessed a gradual redistribution of the 
centers of international superiority in 
the various categories of global power. 
As technology and communication im
proved an<l the benefits thereof spread 
more evenly throughout �t�h�~� world, the 
gaps of the past in defense, science, and 
trade have been largely diminished, if 
not removed. The upper berth of leader
ship which the United States used to hold 
in economic, military, and technological 
circles is no longer guaranteed. This posi
tion of American dominance was forged 
out of an aggressive dedication on the 
part of the American people, as a young 
nation, to build a place for themselves 
in the world community. The mobiliza
tion of our then abundant resources and 
talents, and the resulting quality and 
quantity of our production, were the 
envy of established and emerging na
tions alike. 

Our world is continually changing
this being one of the few aspects of mod
ern life that one can depend upon. So, 
the roles and relationships of the past 
on the international level are constantly 
being altered and reshufiled. Recognizing 
the inevitability of change and the in
built rigidity of our present system, we 
have to now embark on the diiDcult, but 
necessary, course of reforming our eco
nomic system, thus carving out a new 
posture for the Amer:i.can people in the 
dynamic, new world environment. 

We are caught, along with our world 
neighbors, in a cycle of runaway demand 
and diminishing resources. Often, we now 
find ourselves looking to other countries 
for the natural resources and finished 
products which we need to maintain our 
present standard of living. The United 
States bas been operating since 1967-
the year the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 
expired-without a clear, concise policy 
for new American initiatives in world 
trade. In that intervening period of time, 
traditional trading patterns have 
changed, the production capabilities of 
other countries have improved, and the 
initial steps for world monetary reform 
have been taken. It is withir. this setting, 
then, that the Trade Reform Act of 1973 
war developed and is now proposed. This 
bill prescribes a more open system, call
ing for expanded cooperation on both 
the national and international levels to 
meet the needs of all people. 

We are also seeing a growing inter
dependenr" among the policies of many 
countries in the world in the areas of 
security, politics, and economics. Where
as, the conduct of international trade 
used to be of concern to only a han.dfull 
of specialized economists and business
men, the years of infiation, several dollar 
devaluations and projected fuel short
ages now make the determination of 
trade policy an issue of concern for all 
Americans. The areas of trade, world 

politics, and defense can no longer be 
discussed in isolation. As dramatized by 
thu course of "Arab oil diplomacy," each 
area of our world now affects, and is af
fected by, the others with increasing fre
quency. It has been recognized that 
building a healthy and workable linkage 
between two or more countries on one 
level can lead to the strengthening of 
relations on other levels. The posture of 
the United States in trade is a vital com
ponent in the process of creating both 
the atmosphere and the mechanisms 
through which all nations can cooperate 
and communicate. An expanded and 
open exchange and resulting under
standing will hopefully lead to a lasting 
peace in the future. 

The Trade Reform Act of 1973 is an 
important part of the effort to increase 
the number of channels for global com
munication and exchange. This long
awaited and vastly important piece of 
legislation is a step in the direction of 
laying the foundation from which the 
United States can effectively deal with 
the problems and opportunities presented 
by this rapidly changing economic sys
tem throughout our world. The provi
sions of this act give the Nation the 
flexibility and authority to increase our 
participation in international trade. 

The directions recommended by this 
bill are but a portion of a much larger 
effort for world peace and international 
order. Our approaches in the past have 
been piecemeal and unguided. But upon 
the enactment of this bill, our Govern
ment will have the ability to encourage 
change and the incentives to accomplish 
reform on the international level, as 
well as the tools to minimize any 
domestic diiDculties as a result of our 
new posture. Multilateral negotiations 
and exchange for economic purposes will 
lead to a heightening of mutual respect 
both socially and politically. As often 
expressed by spokesmen for the admin
istration, we must so broaden our efforts 
to enjoin the pOlitical powers through
out the world as to search for a means 
of dealing with mutual problems peace
fully. This bill will help, not hinder, such 
efforts. These are ambitious efforts, but 
we cannot shrink from them. Enactment 
of this bill is not a guarantee of peace, 
but rather a substantial contribution 
toward that goal, one which red'uces 
economic friction and sets the wheels in 
motion for nations to deal more effec
tively and expeditiously with one an
other, strengthening the bonds of co
operation and understanding between all 
countries, large and small. 

The global importance of the Trade 
Reform Act notwithstanding, the eco
nomic benefits for the American people 
deserve our attention. By lowering tariffs 
and encouraging trade through negotia
tion, our new policy will promote the 
free and fair movement of men, products, 
and ideas internationally. The consumer 
will have a wider selection of products 
and be able to pay a lower price for many 
goods as a result of a more competitive 
participation by the United States in the 
international market. The American 
manufacturer will also benefit substan
tially for many of the products that have 
been researched and developed at home 
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can now be exposed to expanded distri
bution abroad. Production in the United 
States can profit by sharing foreign tech
nology and resources to improve our 
methods of production and from en
larging operations at home to meet the 
needs of increased distribution. In the 
long run, this new policy will mean more 
jobs and lower prices in our own country. 

During committee consideration of this 
bill, an alternative proposal was made 
by forces which advocated a more re
stricted trading stance. This approach
known as the "Burke-Hartke bill"
called for a return to protectionism 
through stiffer tariffs and import quotas, 
in the hopes of safeguarding jobs at 
home. However, in my opinion this policy 
would increase economic tensions, rather 
than reduce them, through retaliatory 
actions by foreign governments toward 
the United States. The effects of the 
trade war that would be touched off by 
such protectionist legislation would be 
felt not only by the industries that would 
be unable to sell their products world
wide and lose the opportunity to expand 
their operations at home, but by the 
consumer as well, who must deal with 
the day-to-day realities of an infla
tionary economy by paying higher prices 
for many of their purchases. In an effort 
to limit imports, our present level of 
exports will be drastically decreased, as 
foreign countries find it more to their 
advantage to go to other nations to buy 
their goods. 

The number of jobs created by protec
tionism to fill the gap left by fewer 
imports would be equal only to the num
ber of jobs that would be eliminated by 
the loss of exports. When viewed 1n 
comparison, a system of free and open 
trade raises the prospects for interna
tional exchange on all levels-not just 
products and machinery-and will lead 
to increased prosperity for our countries 
and others more so than protectionism. 

One would be negUgent if he did not 
recognize the fact that some workers will 
be displaced by imports in several do
mestic industries. A policy of free trade 
will increase the fiow of products from 
abroad and harm several industries at 
home, even while benefiting the Nation 
as a whole. Two such industries are in my 
congressional district in New York-the 
shoe and dairy industries. In a statistical 
comparison of those persons benefiting 
and those adversely affected, the num
ber of workers who would be injured 
would be very small. But, in human 
terms, the impact to be felt by those 
workers who are in trade-impacted oc
cupations would be considerable. Those 
persons-both young and old-with out
moded skills or limited financial re
sources, face a difficult task in redirect
ing their lives. The Nation has a respon
sibility to assist all such workers who 
are victims of any actions taken by the 
Government in the national interest. 
The Trade Expansion Act of 1962 con
tained so-called readjustment provi
sions, but experience has shown that 
these programs were ineffective in meet-
ing the needs of the recipients. In the 
past, applicants for such relief have 
found Federal programs inaccessible, 

cumbersome, and inadequate. Despite 
congressional intent, the mechanism for 
obtaining assistance was insuflicient for 
the needs of the workers at that time. 
We must do better this time. Thus, the 
Trade Reform Act of 1973 takes some 
important steps in correcting the de
ficiencies of the original legislation and 
in providing help for both the industries 
and individuals affected. 

For the provisions of this bill enable 
both the workers and the firms in "hard
ship" industries to receive all the bene
fits and assistance they are entitled to 
without delay. The petitioning process 
has been revamped. The criteria for eli
gibility have been relaxed, for now im
ports must only "contribute importantly 
to:• rather than be the "direct cause" of 
hardship, as under the Trade EXPansion 
Act of 1962. The Secretary of Labor must 
now make the determination for eligi
bility, with a greater number of eco
nomic factors to be considered, making 
it easier to qualify. Recipients will now 
be permitted to draw assistance for 52 
weeks, as compared to the previous pe
riod of 26 weeks. Older workers, who are 
less able to find new employment, are 
given an additional 13 weeks to draw 
financial relief. Those workers who are 
training for new jobs will receive up to 
26 weeks after their 1-year allotment, 
should their retraining period extend 
beyond 52 weeks. This provision particu
larly encourages displaced workers to 
look for new employment and avail 
themselves of training in new skills. Fed
eral agencies must also adhere to stricter 
time schedules in acting upon petitions 
from both companies and individuals. 
The level of allowance, once eligibility 
has been established, is thus increased, 
along with relocation assistance, job 
search benefits, and the amount of help 
one can receive for training and re
employment. 

So, the level of, and the a.ccess to, 
Federal adjustment assistance for both 
workers and industries affected by free 
competition and expanded imports 
through trade will be improved by this 
Trade Reform Act. This element is es
sential if we aim to protect the quality 
of life for all workers-not just those who 
will benefit from more open and active 
trading with foreign countries. The pres
ent mechanisms for dealing with do
mestic market disruptions are bolstered 
by providing a more fiexible system 
which enables the United States both to 
regulate duties and quotas as a means 
of facilitating adjustment and to con
duct new negotiations with foreign coun
tries if and when the circumstances 
demand. 

H.R. 10710 has my full support. As an 
economic proposal it is a solid and con
sistent approach to the needs of the 
United States. It will enable our country 
to properly meet the promises of the fu
ture by easing economic tensions and 
by building a more open and flexible 
trading mechanism. 

More importantly, the Trade Reform 
Act of 1973 makes a strong contribution 
to the ongoing effort for world peace and 
understanding President Nixon has initi
ated, by pulling nations together and 
negotiating solutions to shared political 

and economic difficulties. It is, then
and in so many ways-landmark legisla
tion. 

It is unfortunate, I think, that this 
fact has been overshadowed-both in 
this debate and in the bill 's attention 
around the Nation-by the emphasis 
given to the so-called Vanik amend
ment and the principles of human 
rights which, rightly or wrongly, it has 
come to symbolize. 

Actually, there were two Vanik 
amendments-and I have had my 
troubles with both of them. One speci
fied that most-favored-nation trading 
status was not to be granted to any na
tion which directly denied its citizens 
the right to emigrate, or attempted to 
do so indirectly by levying head taxes or 
exorbitant exit taxes. This language 
was, for better or worse, included in H.R. 
10710 by the Ways and Means Commit
tee--over the objections of the Presi
dent-and will apparently stay in title 
IV of the bill. 

But there is also a second Vanik 
amendment which seeks to build on 
the intent of the aforementioned lan
guage as already in the bill. It would 
do so by further denying any investment 
credits or guarantees to nations prac
ticing similarly repressive emigration 
policies. 

This is the amendment we will vote on, 
today, and though I have comparable 
reservations about it, I have learned from 
months of extended and often emotional 
discussion with my constituents that a 
Member of Congress can only stand on 
one principle at a time. By that I mean 
that I have always had complete sym
pathy with the plight of those Russian 
Jews who have sought, often in vain, to 
leave Russia. But I have found it dim
cult to convey the idea your sympathy 
for them-our concern for their plight
is not the sole issue. 

Instead, there is a second extremely 
important issue involved here which 
seems to me to be the propriety-let 
alone the wisdom at this especially deli
cate point in time for the concept of 
a Soviet-United States detente-of our 
attempting to legislate domestic policy 
for another nation. In stating one issue, 
it seems to be impossible to state the 
other at the same time and not be im
paled on charges of bigotry and moral 
insensitivity. In wrestling with that am
bivalence, I will not try to sacrifice one 
principle in defending the other. With 
some reluctance, then, I shall vote for 
the Vanik amendment which is to be 
offered from the floor today. Thereafter, 
however, it is my intention to vote for 
the amendment I understand my New 
York colleague <Mr. CoNABLE) will offer, 
which would strike all of title IV-and 
the two Vanik amendments with it
from the bill. 

Taking this position is not an easy 
task-especially given the sensitivity of 
the question and, particularly, the depth 
of the support from within my congres
sional district for the Vanik approach. 
But I would hope-as one who has given 
this matter considerable thought--that 
the basis of my decision to vote for the 
second Vanik amendment will be 
recognized as a sincere expression of my 
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personal feelings about the repression of 
religious and cultural minorities in the 
Soviet Union. I would ask, also, that my 
decision to vote for the Conable strik
ing amendment be recognized as one 
resting on a degree of principle and con
viction equal to that demonstrated by 
those who have insisted on my support 
of the Vanik approach. 

We must presume that the emigration 
policies of any country are part of the 
whole cloth of the culture and policies of 
its citizens. By mandating, then, the 
Vanik language, we are also mandat
ing-as the Wall Street Journal has sug
gested-that the Soviet Union must 
change the basic nature of its society as 
a condition of future economic exchange 
with the United States. And, in my pre
vious correspondence with many of my 
pro-Vanik constituents, I have suggested 
that such a policy fiat is comparable to 
a situation-or could be-in which the 
Soviet Union ties its relations with this 
country to the treatment of blacks, or 
Indians, in the United States. 

It seems to me that, if this Nation is 
to make such serious judgments on the 
morality, or immorality, of another na
tion's domestic policy, any such judg
ment must be made by our Government, 
as a whole, speaking for the entire Na
tion-and that the legislative branch 
oversteps its bounds when it attempts to 
do so on its own. 

In other words, any such judgment 
should come as a concerted response of 
the American Government--which con
cert does not now exist since the White 
House has strongly, and consistently, ob
jected, at least at this point in time, to 
congressional use of this important and 
essential piece of legislation as a means 
to change certain actions or policies, 
however objectionable, of other nations. 

The perspective, Mr. Chairman, I am 
seeking to draw on this question is the 
probability that the Vanik approach 
holds within it the much larger ques
tion-far larger, that is, than its domes
tic, political import--of the legitimacy of 
our overall present stance toward the 
Soviet Union. If this Nation is to judge 
that our relationship should somehow be 
altered, then it must do so in other ways 
than through an amendment--or 
amendments-to a piece of legislation 
granting the President new authority to 
negotiate mutual reductions of tariff 
barriers in an international round of 
trade bargaining. 

That "larger question" is something 
we have not really, in this debate, ad
dressed ourselves to--nor even scarcely 
recognized. Since, however, I find it in
volved in the action we are evidently 
prepared to take with respect to title IV 
of this bill, I think we should strike that 
title for the time being, thus allowing 
some time to elapse for a reconsidera
tion of our course. 

Finally, I will vote for the bill on final 
passage even if title IV-as amended
remains in it. I will do so because the 
bill, itself, is--for reasons stated-a ne
cessity, and also because, of course, sev
eral months will clearly have to pass 
before the other body gets around to 
its reconsideration of our decisions. 

Mr. HARRINGTON. Mr. Chairman, 

few subjects before the Congress are as 
complex, controversial, and yet as im
portant as foreign trade. Today we are 
considering legislation as significant as 
any that will come before the 93d Con
gress. 

H.R. 10710, the "Trade Reform Act of 
1973" is intended to liberalize our foreign 
trade by granting the President author
ity to enter international negotiations to 
lower tariffs and ease nontariff barriers 
to trade. The goal, of course, is to lower 
barriers in all countries and thereby in
crease our exports, the production of ex
ports, and employment in export indus
tries. 

The converse to this goal is that our 
tendency to import will also increase the 
imports, may, in some instances, substi
tute foreign for domestic production, 
thereby decreasing employment in cer
tain sectors. Many working men and 
women in this country oppose the legis
lation, because of this potential job loss 
in import-affected industries. 

It seems to me, however, that protec
tion from imports in the form of bar
riers to trade, is not the answer to the 
very real problems created when im
ports are substituted for domestic pro
duction. Instead, we must encourage do
mestic industries to adopt new technol
ogy and increase productivity while pro
viding the kind of assistane to industry 
that will help American businesses suc
cessfully adjust to the new and more 
competitive situations. 

This is not to say that we have had 
any such assistance program to date, or 
that we are considering one here today 
in H.R. 10710. But it is to say that in New 
England, for example, where twice as 
many jobs depend on exports as could be 
created by stemming imports, it makes 
little sense to jeopardize the larger num
ber of jobs to protect the smaller num
ber. This is the crude reality we face, 
and it leads me to support this legisla
tion. 

NEGOTIATING AUTHORITY 

New negotiating authority with re
gard to trade barriers, as contained in 
this bill, is clearly needed. The author
ity given President Kennedy in the 
"Trade Expansion Act of 1962" expired 
in 1967, leaving the Executive without 
negotiating authority for the past 6 
years. In the more than 10 years since 
the adoption of the Kennedy round" 
agreements, the realities of international 
trade have changed markedly, as the 
dominance of the United States in trade 
has been challenged in recent years by 
the economic resurgence of Western 
Europe and Japan. 

While the Kennedy round had re
duced tariffs to the point that today they 
average about 8 percent for the United 
States and Western Europe, and 10 per
cent for Japan, the relatively uncontrol
led growth of nontariff barriers has pro
moted instability and disequilibrium in 
international trading patterns, and in 
fact, NTB's are not more of an impedi
ment to trade than are tariffs, and par
ticularly to American trade. They are, in 
fact, a relatively new tool being used 
extensively abroad to discriminate 
against American products. Authority to 
negotiate the reduction or conversion of 

NTB's to tariffs is clearly desirable-sub
ject to guarantees of congressional re
view and consent, as are contained to 
some extent in H.R. 10710. 

Trade negotiations presently in the 
preliminary stages have faltered, largely 
because of the understandable reluctance 
of our trading partners to begin serious 
discussions when the American Presi
dent has no authority. I share the view 
that the Congress should not give the 
President excessive and unchecked au
thority. At the same time, it has been 
generally recognized that a President 
needs to be able to bargain on a wide 
range of trade-related issues, and that 
a grant of some discretion in negotiat
ing authority is critical to the success of 
the trade talks. While in some areas, 
the bill now before us gives the President 
an over-broad grant of authority, the 
limitations and congressional controls 
included in the bill constitute at least 
an acceptable tradeoff between the need 
for Executive authority and the need to 
maintain congressional responsibility. 

PROTECTIONISM OR FREE TRADE 

For 40 years, since adoption of the 
Trade Agreements Act of 1934, the United 
States has generally followed a free trade 
policy; that is, its objectives in trade 
negotiations have been to lower tariff 
or nontariff barriers. In recent years this 
free trade orientation has come under 
sharP challenge, particularly from those 
sectors of our economy most directly 
affected by imports. It is argued that we 
should return to protectionism-whereby 
our trade policies would be directed to
ward the reduction of imports, to the ex
tent of imposing quotas on imports. 
These proposals have been embodied in 
the Foreign Trade and Investment Act 
of 1973, the so-called Burke-Hartke 
bill. 

As I come from an area of the country 
in which textile and shoe industries, 
among others, have been seriously hurt 
by imports, I can understand that these 
industries need assistance. At the same 
time, I believe that a protectionist trade 
policy-which would take our country 
back to the disastrous days of Smoot
Hawley-would cost us more jobs than it 
would create. In some extreme cases, pro
tectionist measures, such as orderly mar
keting agreements or temporary import 
quotas, are clearly justified. But gen
erally, the way in which we can assist 
those workers, firms, industries, and com
munities adversely affected by imports 
is not by artificial restraints on trade, 
but by a positive program of adjustment 
assistance that provides Federal support 
to improve the economic position of 
those affected. 

The central question in the debate over 
protectionism is whether, on balance, im
ports are more of a harm to our Nation's 
economy than an asset. On the basis of 
the evidence that I have seen, I am .con
vinced that an expansion of trade, as 
would result from lowering tariffs and 
easing nontariff barriers, would be a very 
positive step for our domestic economy
in terms of both creation of jobs, in the 
face of an impending recession, and in 
terms of reducing pressures for continued 
inflation. 

To restrict imports could do great dam-
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age. Imports quotas would virtually guar
antee retaliation from our trading part
ners in the form of greater barriers to 
our exports. Our opportunities for export 
sales would fall, and export-dependent 
employment-which is greater than em
ployment threatened by imports--would 
also fall. 

Export trade, on the other hand, has 
a major impact on domestic employment, 
and reductions in trade, which would re
sult from protectionist policies, would 
hurt rather than help domestic employ
ment. 

Federal Reserve Board Gov. Andrew 
Brimmer has estimated that in 1971, 
about 2.65 million jobs could be at
tributed to the $40 billion of exports of 
mer.chandise in that year, while each $1 
billion of exports generated about 66,000 
jobs, with an equivalent number of jobs 
generated in industries supporting Amer
ican export business. Governor Brimmer 
estimates that 4 percent of our total pri
vate employment-7 percent in manufac
turing-is accounted for by exports. In 
some sectors, particularly high-tech
nology and other "growth'' industries-
which, I might note, have comparatively 
high wages-the reliance upon export 
business is even higher. 

In short, the "employment" argument 
used in favor of protectionism is a two
edged sword. In addition, one cannot 
overlook other effects of trade on our 
economy. Price and quality competition 
provided by imports are obvious. Not so 
obvious, but equally important, is the fact 
that import competition has resulted in 
significant advances in many U.S. indus
tries in terms of investment and tech
nology. The steel industry, for example, 
did not modernize until forced to do so 
by foreign competition. The automobile 
industry did not develop smaller cars 
until pressured by imports. 

Present U.S. trade restrictions already 
cost U.S. consumers billions of dollars--
$2 billion, according to one estimate, as 
a result of just tariffs on industrial proj
ects. Including nontariff barriers, the 
total costs to consumers of present trade 
barriers may total as much as $10 million 
annually. 

It seems to me, considering all these 
factors, that American policy ought to 
move in the direction of removing imped
iments to trade. H.R. 10170 provides the 
executive with the authority necessary, 
to accomplish this goal, with appropriate 
checks by the Congress. 

ADJUSTMENT ASSISTANCE 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to 
address the subject of adjustment assist
ance. No one can say that the present; sys
tem has been a success. I may know that 
better than many Members of this body, 
because of the large number of shoe, tex
tile, and fish businesses in my congres
sional district. 

A report for the National Association of 
Manufacturers on trade adjustment as
sistance indicates the severity of the 
need for assistance in the area of Massa
chusetts I represent. The report indicates 
that at least nine petitions filed by com
munities in my congressional district 
with the Tariff Commission for adjust
ment assistance have been accepted, six 

of these in one city-Haverhill-alone. 
Nearly 2,000 workers are in the group in
jured by import competition. In the past 
3 fiscal years, according to information 
supplied by the Department of Labor, the 
adjustment assistance programs author
ized by existing law have resulted in total 
expenditures within all of Massachusetts 
of $2,537,530. Even this seemingly sub
stantial sum does not even approximate 
the needs of workers, firms, and commu
nities in my State. 

In fact, the present adjustment assist
ance system is woefully inadequate. It 
offers too little assistance, too low bene
fits, and is so difficult to invoke that it 
is finally an administrative nightmare. 
Assistance is available, at best, only after 
years of negotiating with an unresponsive 
and callous bureaucracy. 

Chief cause for the failure of the pro
gram rests in the fact that assistance to 
workers or firms cannot be supplied un
less they can prove to the Tariff Com
mission-which takes months upon 
months to act-that a previous trade 
concession has been the cause of in
creased imports that have caused the in
jury. In practice, it has been, with rare 
exception, almost impossible to prove this 
causal link. On a industrywide basis, the 
current adjustment assistance law re
quires that increased imports be shown 
to be the major cause of an industry's 
declining economic fortunes. This, too, 
has been difficult to prove in practice. 

As I have often said, the failures of a 
program today, when the need still exists, 
are cause for an improved program-not 
for scrapping it. Unfortunately, the ad
ministration's response to the need for 
improvement in the adjustment assist
ance program cannot be characterized as 
productive. The few improvements con
tained in the administration's proposal, 
as spelled out in H.R. 6767, were far out
weighed by the substantial reductions in 
the level and duration of benefits to 
workers and the complete elimination of 
assistance to firms that were called for 
in the bill. While the administration bill 
might have helped somewhat on an in .. 
dustrywide basis, by easing the process 
of invoking the so-called escape clause
which allows for the temporary imple
mentation of import quotas, orderly 
marketing agreements, tariff-rate quotas, 
or countervailing duties-the net effect 
for workers and firms would have been 
negative. 

The Ways and Means Committee has 
to some degree improved upon the Presi
dent's proposal. For example, the com
mittee bill makes adjustment assistance 
more easily available through more li
beral criteria and simplified through 
more direct procedures and required de
cisions. In determining the eligibility of 
industries for assistance, the committee 
bill drops the causal link between imports 
and previous trade concessions and 
makes eligibility dependent on a finding 
that imports have contributed impor
tantly to an industry's trouble, rather 
than requiring that imports be the major 
factor, as is presently the case. 

Workers are entitled, under H.R. 10710, 
to up to 52 weeks of cash allowances. 
These allowances are to be increased 
above the administration's proposal to 

70 percent of the worker's average week
ly wages for the first 26 �w�e�e�k�~� of entitle
ment, and 65 percent of wages for the 
second 26 weeks. By contrast, the admin
istration bill would have dropped bene
fits to 50 percent-compared to the pres
ent 65 percent-or two-thirds of the 
statewide average wage, whichever is less. 
While the Ways and Means Committee 
changes are all for the better, they do 
not go as far as provisions contained in 
legislation introduced by my colleague, 
Congressman CULVER-which I cospon
sored-which would raise benefits to 85 
percent of average weekly wages. 

Even with these and other improve
ments in adjustment assistance con
tained within H.R. 10710, it seems to me 
that in the longer run we should adopt 
a new approach altogether-one that will 
work not only to assist those who have 
problems, but which will help to avert the 
creation of those problems. 

Specifically, we should adopt a broad 
industry assistance program along the 
lines proposed by the President's special 
trade representative, Mr. Eberle. Such 
a program would assist industry to in
crease its productivity. It would reward 
competitive strength and efforts to 
achieve it, rather than concentrating as
sistance on poorly managed firms that 
are on the brink of financial collapse, al
ready suffering from an inability to meet 
world competition. It would realistically 
face the market situation, and move to 
ease the very real human problems of 
adjustment assistance that a growing 
and healthy economy must inevitably 
face. 

In the meantime, we should pass, as an 
interim program, legislation such as that 
offered by my colleagues, Congressmen 
CULVER and VANIK, which is now pending 
before the Ways and Means Committee. 
It should include an assistance program 
for communities severely affected by the 
prospective or actual closing of a major 
employment source. It should provide 
low-cost, easily available loans to any 
firm in a trade-impacted industry for the 
purpose of revitalizing and strengthen
ing those firms. It should establish better 
means for forcasting trade-related prob
lems in domestic industries. It should ex
pand upon assistance to workers, empha
sizing training, relocation, and fringe 
benefits, with special help given to older 
workers. It should provide incentives and 
assistance for research and development 
into projects that would create new job 
opportunities, and reward firms on their 
merits. 

This is the outline of the kind of ad
justment assistance program that I be
lieve should be at the core of our trade 
policy, and which I will continue to sup
port. The bill before us today does not 
accomplish all these goals, but will never
theless prove a benefit rather than a de
triment as our country heads toward 
another unnecessary recession. I support 
H.R. 10710, as part of an effort to create 
and protect jobs dependent on exports, 
and to stimulate our entire economy. I 
urge my colleagues to give their support 
to this important legislation. 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, our 
people are bombarded daily with news of 
some new shortage. A gasoline shortage, 
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a bread shortage, a newsprint shortage, 
a grain ·shortage, a beef shortage, even a 
bailing wire shortage has been reported. 
Americans were informed by the Wash
ington Post this morning that they can 
expect in the near future a toilet paper 
shortage. Perhaps this final indignity to 
the American taxpayer will cause enough 
of an outrage by the public that the in
ternational giveaway and tradeaway 
specialists will realize that we had 
better place the best interests of the 
American people first in all our dealings 
with foreign powers. 

This bill is a far cry from that goal. 
It certainly does not put the best in

terest of the American laboring man 
first. Rather than secure his employ
ment, the authors of this bill obviously 
anticipate widespread unemployment if 
the provisions of this measure are imple
mented. Title II, �~�·�R�e�l�i�e�f� From Injury 
Caused By Import Competition," goes to 
great length to detail how workers who 
lose their jobs to foreigners will be 
"helped" by the Government. Title II, 
in effect, is telling the American worker: 

Now that we have exported your job in the 
name of a "fair world economic system" and 
you are out of work (injury caused by im
port competition), the government will gen
erously dole out some money to you (Part 
I "Trade Readjustment Allowances"), teach 
you a new skill (Part II, .. Training andRe
lated Services"), and then help you get a new 
job even though it may be far away from your 
home (Part III, "Job Search and Relocation 
Services") . 

What generosity. The very same law 
which puts the worker out of work, picks 
him up, dusts him off, and ships him to 
a new job in a strange part of the coun
try. How much more simple and eco
nomical it would have been to have 
never imposed this unnecessary hard
ship on our workers in the first place. 

Evidentially, the authors of H.R. 10710 
foresee numbers of American business
men being wiped out by the ill affects 
of this bill. There are provisions included 
in the bill for our business community, 
similar to those of labor, when they go 
bust, because of Government intermed
dling with the free enterprise system. 

In fact, a more apt title for this legis
lation would be the tradeoff bill, since it 
trades off and redistributes U.S. wealth 
and job opportunities worldwide. 

The only advantages of this legislation 
will be realized by the international car
tels, who have the economic power to 
expand and protect their interests; in
terests which may not necessarily coin
cide with those of the American people. 
This windfall of a "Balance of Pay
ments" monoply will be reaped by a se
lect handful, not the small businessman 
and not the laborer. 

The very phrase "balance of payments" 
is a Inisnomer when applied to all na
tions. How can the United States have 
a favorable balance of payments with 
all countries, when many countries have 
nothing to sell us that our people or 
industry want or need. Nothing, that is, 
unless we create an artificial U.S. mar
ket for their products, and in the process, 
destroy our own domestic producers. 

There can be no balance of payments 
in the sales of our agriculture products 
abroad when we continue to follow the 

economically disastrous concessional 
sales under Public Law 480. Under this 
"stimu:i to economic growth," Mr. Chair
man, if the host country does pay us for 
our agricultural �g�o�o�d�s�-�-�~�t� low interest, 
long term rates--we often agree to leave 
that money in the host country for use 
there. This is hardly "balance of pay
ments." 

The slmple fact is, there can be no 
true balance of payments unless and un
til there is an even distribution of wealth 
and jobs around the world, under some 
form of one-world government. And this, 
Mr. Chairman, is what this bill works 
toward, and it does it exceedingly well. 

I insert in the RECORD the related news
clipping, which illustrates my point, fol
lowing my remarks: 
EXPORTS FROM UNITED STATES TO POLAND 

RISING 

American exports to Poland in the first six 
months of 1973 reached $197 million; the fig
ure for the same period last year was $45 mil
lion. 

Since the ouster of Wladyslaw Gomulka 
from the leadership of the Polish Com
munist party three years ago, the new lead
er, Edward Gierek, has reversed a. conserva
tive attitude toward modernizing the coun
try's economic base through the use of for
eign credits. The Export-Import Bank, a. 
United States agency, began underwriting 
such loans this year. 

Increased trade--Polish exports to the 
United States have risen at a. more modest 
rate from $64 million in the first half of last 
year to $84 million this year-is accompanied 
by a. lively fiow of official and trade missions. 
American companies in most business fields 
regularly include Poland in their explora
tion for export markets. 

Criticism of the United States in official 
pronouncements or in the controlled press 
has been muted. Poles know more about the 
embattled status of President Nixon from 
the American official and quasi-official broad
casts beamed here by the Voice of America 
and Radio Free Europe than from their own 
press and broadcasts. 

It is not unusual for Polish officials receiv
ing American visitors to enter a mild defense 
of the president. 

Similarly, Polish news coverage of the re
cent Middle East War and America's active 
support of Israel was far more moderate than 
the zealous and inaccurate reporting of the 
1967 war. 

American access to Polish officials, highly 
restricted in the past, has become easy at all 
levels. The ambassador, Richard T. Davies, 
became the first American envoy to be re
ceived in private audience by a Polish first 
secretary when he called on Gierek a year ago. 

Gierek is known to hope that next year he 
will be come the first leader of Poland's Com
munists to make an official visit to the United 
States. An invitation was extended during 
Nixon's visit last year, but no date has been 
set. 

These developments are in line with similar 
trends in the other countries of the Soviet 
bloc since the United States and the Soviet 
Union set their foreign policies on a course 
of relaxation of tensions. 

Over the last four years the U.S. govern
ment has sponsored more than $29 million in 
scientific research projects on its behalf 
by Polish scientists. 

The research is conducted on commission 
by a number of American government agen
cies over a wide range of disciplines. They 
include many branches of medicine, agricul
ture, environmental projection, mine safety, 
astronomy, alcoholism, traffic problems, nu
clear physics and chemistry. 

The funding 1s from the large zloty hold-

ings of the United States accumulated as a 
result of eight major sales of American agri
cultural products, mainly grain, from 1957 
to 1964. The total zloty earnings of the 
United States amounted to $519 million, of 
which about $300 million 1s left. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, as chair
man of the House Special Subcommittee 
on International Narcotics Control, I 
wish to rise in support oi an amendment 
to the Trade Reform Act which was pro
posed during committee consideration of 
the bill. This provision, which I have co
authored with my colleague, CHARLES 
VANIK of Ohio, a member of the Ways 
and Means Committee, allows the imposi
tion of strong trade and investment em
bargoes against any action which fails 
to take vigorous action to halt illicit 
narcotics traffic and production within 
and across its borders. 

This clause will encourage nations 
which have been lax in c-ontrolling the 
production and flow of heroin within 
their borders to tighten up their security 
operations. I urge my colleagues to sup
port this stipulation and unite with me 
in the effort to fight the narcotics 
menace. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, al
though I am not now and never have 
been opposed to fair trade agreements 
legislation, I am strongly impelled to act 
in rejection of this pending reform bill 
in its present composition and under cur
rent circumstances. 

If this proposal were truly a reform 
measure, in the sense and reality of es
tablishing agreements that would make 
such trade expansion fair to our own do
mestic industries and their employees, in 
equal competition with foreign industry 
imports, a very different situation and 
appeal would be presented to those of us 
who have been advocating and support
ing fair trade for a good many years, 

However, and most regrettably, a great 
many recognized authorities agree with a 
good many of us that this measure does 
not represent the full promise and pro
jection of an acceptable fair trade bill. 
For instance, this bill grants new and ex
tremely broad powers to the President 
to enter negotiations and initiate agree
ments that would permanently alter the 
structure o! our trade relationships and 
the domestic economy. 

The expanded import programs em
bedded in this measure will unquestion
ably accelerate the disastrous decline and 
expiration of domestic industries, such 
as the textile, shoe, leather, machine 
tools, steel, electrical appliances, and a 
long list of others that are so vital to 
the sustained economy of my own home 
regiDn and the entire Nation. 

Beyond these alarming potentials let 
me add that the labor and industry pro
tections that are suggested in this meas
ure have proved substantially inadequate 
to their intended purpose in the past 
and there is no new convincing justifica
tion for their acceptance now. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit that an effec
tive trade reform bill should very 
clearly evidence the same genuine con
cern for the wholesome survival and 
maintenance of our own American in
dustries and their related job opportuni
ties as it does for foreign competitors 
but, unfortunately, this measure is quite 
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far from any persuasive indication that 
such would be its welcome result. Those 
of us who have maintained a steadfast 
concern for our essential regional and 
national domestic industries and their 
employees ask only for a constructive 
measure that will actually provide fair 
and reasonable adjustments and con
siderations to these beleaguered Ameri
can businesses and citizens in order that 
they may have an equal chance to com
pete in our domestic markets with exces
sive foreign imports and I emphasize 
that an equal chance is all that these 
good citizens want. It is their just enti
tlement and the proposal before us sim
ply does not grant them such entitle
ment. 

The record shows that instead of the 
astronomical number of new jobs that 
were supposed to be created as a result 
of the 1962 Trade Expansion Act the re
verse occurred and the foreign trade and 
investment policies of that act projected 
the loss of some million jobs and job 
opportunities since 1966. 

Mr. Chairman, beyond these factors 
let us not be unmindful of the presently 
weak position of the President as viewed 
by the "hard bargainers" abroad; that 
many of our foreign competitors have 
very recently demonstrated, in connec
tion with the Arab oil embargo, an over
riding concern for their own economic 
self-interests ahead of any considera
tion for the United States; that the same 
Arab oil embargo should be a persuasive 
warning against our past American tend
ency to become dangerously dependent 
upon foreign sources of supply for key 
strategic and consumer goods; that the 
sudden and vastly uncertain projections 
of the energy shortage generate an en
tirely new economic complex the overall 
effect of which should be more thor
oughly and carefully explored before 
any new foreign trade agreements are 
made; that this bill contains virtually 
nothing, by way of tax impact or other 
restrictions, to sensibly regulate U.S. 
based multinational corporations which 
export jobs, capital, and technology in 
return for imports which displace U.S. 
products; that another adverse obvious 
effect of the provisions of this bill would 
be to endanger our current and prospec
tive laws to strengthen product safety, 
consumer protection, and environmental 
standards. These and a host of other 
deficiencies in this measure create much 
more than a reasonable doubt that this 
bill can achieve the purpose for which 
it is sincerely intended. 

I would urge therefore, Mr. Chairman, 
that the measure should be returned to 
its committee of origin for further revi
sion in accord with the changing na
tional and international economic cir
cumstances that have recently arisen 
and for the addition of strengthening 
amendments for the correction of cer
tain protection deficiencies that have 
been revealed in the past operation of 
substantially similar legislation. 

Indeed, Mr. Chairman, the administra
tion itself has three times promoted 
postponement of congressional action 
on this measure and it is most difficult 
to see why we should be urged to im
mediate action now. 

CXIX--2569-Part 31 

On this score, let us not scorn the old 
adage that has been so often proved to 
be historically right, namely, that action 
in haste may well make us repent at 
leisure. But most of all, in this very 
troubled period of our history and in the 
face of so much skepticism throughout 
our country, let us take the time and the 
thought to persuade our own people that, 
before all other appeals however good 
and worthy they may be, this Govern
ment is first and primarily concerned 
with the welfare of each and every 
American citizen and family. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, a tan
gential issue to this trade reform bill now 
before the House is coming up later this 
afternoon when we take up the foreign 
aid appropriations bill. 

Over the past 26 years, foreign aid has 
cost the American taxpayers $253 bil
lion. This tremendous outflow of dollars 
that has circulated throughout the world 
is also one of the major causes of the 
international monetary crisis and recent 
U.S. trade deficits. 

Just as this trade bill makes a break 
with previous policy so must the present 
foreign aid program break with the past. 
We simply cannot afford to continue to 
go down the same old road of sending 
money abroad and getting nothing in 
return. 

If foreign aid can be reformed so that 
the American people can get something 
of value for the money and expertise we 
ship overseas, trade reform would be en
hanced and more meaningful. 

Right now a fierce global struggle is 
underway for available natural resources, 
not just petroleum, but zinc, copper, iron 
ore, phosphates, and many other critical 
minerals which form the basis for an 
industrial economy. 

If we do not act soon, the United 
States will face a mineral crisis as dev
astating as the current energy crisis in 
terms of unemployment, product short
ages, in:fiation, and public hardship. The 
American people are vulnerable to min
eral embargoes and price gouging unless 
we secure assured access to foreign min
eral resources. 

Last July I proposed an amendment to 
the foreign aid authorization that would 
provide for the exchange or barter of U.S. 
foreign aid for strategic or critical raw 
material, minerals, and fossil fuels which 
have been or are being depleted in this 
country. 

I hope my colleagues will read page 7 
of the Foreign Assistance Appropriation 
Committee report regarding the commit
tee's view that such exchanges should be 
considered and the remarks I shall offer 
when the bill is debated. 

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Trade Reform Act be
cause, despite my reservations, H.R. 
10710 is essentially a free trade bill. 
Despite broad grants of negotiating au
thority to the President, these grants are 
subject to preapproval and postapproval 
congressional �a�~�t�i�o�n�.� The bill permits the 
President to reduce American tariffs and 
modify or eliminate nontariff barriers 
in exchange for the reduction by other 
countries of their barriers to trade. The 
significance of the President's power to 
negotiate reductions through elimination 

of nontariff barriers lies in the fact that 
nontariff barriers, more than tariffs, are 
barriers to trade. Nevertheless, these pro
visions are properly subject to congres
sional approval The Congress retains a 
veto over the elimination of any specific 
nontariff barrier, thus limiting the Pres
ident's independence and preserving for 
the Congress some degree of control over 
our foreign economic policy. 

The bill before us also improves the 
trade adjustment assistance program. 
Access to that program has been eased 
considerably, and program benefits, par
ticularly for workers, would be im
proved. The maximum trade readjust
ment allowance for any week would be 
increased from 65 percent to 100 percent 
of the average weekly wage in manufac
turing, which translates to a raise in the 
maximum payment from an estimated 
$111 to $170 per week in 1974. 

In addition, employment counseling, 
testing, placement, and other supportive 
services would be available to affected 
workers. This will hopefully represent a 
substantial improvement in the trade 
adjustment assistance program, which 
under present law has not been success
ful. 

In title V of this bill, the United States 
is given the authority to make good on 
its longstanding international commit
ment to permit less-developed countries 
to increase their exports to the U.S. mar
ket The European Economic Commu
nity and Japan have already extended 
some form of preferential treatment to 
these manufactured products, leaving the 
United States as the only major western 
industrial nation which thus far has 
not yet fulfilled its commitment to ex
tending duty-free treatment to a limited 
number of products from less-developed 
countries for a limited time and with 
adequate safeguards against injury to 
American industries and workers. 

Finally, the passage earlier today of 
the Vanik amendment to title IV, ties 
freedom of immigration to the grant to 
nonmarket countries-such as the Soviet 
Union-of most-favored-nation treat
ment. 

My colleague and distinguished eco
nomist Mr. REuss stated succinctly one 
of my principal disappointments with 
this legislation: 

It is regrettable that the trade bill in
cludes no provisic.n to change the tax treat
ment of multinational corporations. Ameri
can subsidiaries. should pay similar taxes 
on the profits from their overseas operations 
as their parents do here on earnings from 
domestic operations. 

Mr. Chairman, our Government needs 
the authority to participate in the new 
multilateral trade negotiations under 
GA 'IT, the general agreement on tariffs 
and trade. Notwithstanding my reserva
tions in the legislation before us I be
lieve that open and vigorous t;ade is 
essential to maintaining friendly rela
tions with the rest of the world. The 
present round of GATT negotiations is 
scheduled for completion by the end of 
1975. This bill will enable the U.S. dele
gate to those negotiations to negotiate 
with adequate power. 

I believe that our economy will be 
helped by this hopeful step forward 
toward open and nondiscriminatory 
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trade. I am satisfied that the authority 
granted to the executive branch in this 
bill is heavily safeguarded and that the 
objectives of expanded world markets 
for U S. products and the creation of 
additional jobs for American workers 
will be achieved. 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, the 
Trade Reform Act of 1973 represents 
many months of work by the Ways and 
Means Committee. I want to pay special 
tribute to the assistance and cooperation 
that we received from Ambassador Wil
liam R. Pearce in developing this bill. 

Bill Pearce was instrumental in devel
oping the recommendations that the ad
ministration submitted to Congress. He 
ably presented the administration's pro
posals to the committee and was par
ticularly helpful in outlining the trade 
problems which we face as a nation. 
While ably representing the administra
tion's point of view before the commit
tee, he did so in a spirit of compromise 
and cooperation without sacrificing the 
goal of achieving responsible trade legis
lation necessary to shape America's 
future trade policy. 

Development of the Trade Reform Act 
of 1973 was truly a cooperative effort and 
an important source of this cooperation 
was Ambassador Pearce. His deep 
knowledge of trade problems, his under
standing of the important role Congress 
must play in trade, and his commitment 
to a sound trade bill enabling us to move 
forward with our trading partners were 
deeply appreciated by the committee. I 
want to take this opportunity to com
mend Ambassador Pearce on the sus
tained commitment he has made over 
the past year. 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Chairman, I support 
the amendment to title IV of the Trade 
Reform Act of 1973. It is urgent that the 
full Freedom of Emigration Amendment, 
most specifically, a prohibition on the 
granting of U.S. Government credits and 
credit guarantees, be adopted at this 
time. While pleased that the Ways and 
Means Committee has included language 
in this bill denying most-favored-nation 
status to nonmarket economy countries 
which deny their citizens the right to 
emigrate freely, I feel this was not 
enough. The denial of loans, credits, and 
guarantees to these nations is the heart 
of the economic issue here. 

Despite repeated protests to the con
trary from Soviet officials, it is quite clear 
to us that harassment of Jewish citizens 
continues, and without letup. Those 
applying for exit visas continue to be 
denied permission on arbitrary grounds-
or no grounds whatsoever; they simply 
face repeated delays or lack of any official 
response to inquiries on their behalf. 

I believe strongly, Mr. Chairman, that 
we must grasp this opportunity to put 
economic force behind our protest to the 
Soviets of their repressive treatment of 
their citizens. It is apparent that mere 
discussions of this issue with Soviet au-
thorities have little value in effecting real 
change. And dramatic change is impera
tive. I urge my colleagues' support of this 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. 
Under the rule the bill is considered as 
having been read for amendment. No 

amendments are in order except amend
ments offered by the direction of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, an 
amendment offered to section 402 of the 
bill containing the text printed 0' 1 page 
34311 Of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
October 16, 1973, an amendment propos
ing to strike out title IV of said bill, and 
an amendment proposing to strike out 
title V of said bill but said amendments 
shall not be subject to amendment. 

Are there any �c�o�m�m�i�t�t�e�~� amendments? 
Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, there 

are no committee amendments at this 
time. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VANIK 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would in
quire of the gentleman from Ohio if this 
is the amendment which is made in order 
under the rule? 

Mr. V ANIK. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment is made in order under the 
rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. VANm: Page 

129, line 25, after "treatment)," insert the 
following: "such country shall not partici
pate in any program of the Government of 
the United States which extends credits or 
credit guarantees or investment guarantees, 
directly or indirectly,". 

Page 130, line 20, strike out "and (B) " and 
insert the following: ", (B) such country 
may participate in any program of the Gov
ernment of the United States which extends 
credits or credit guarantees or investment 
guarantees, and (C)". 

Page 131, line 6, after "received", insert the 
following: ", such credits or guarantees ex
tended,". 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, in recog
nition of the limitation of time under 
the rule, when the Committee rises I 
will ask in the House that all Members 
have 5 legislative days in which to re
vise and extend their remarks at this 
point in the RECORD. 

Mr. Chairman, the amendment being 
offered would restore the original lan
guage of the freedom of emigration 
amendment cosponsored by 289 Mem
bers of this House. 

The committee accepted the part of 
the original amendment denying most
favored national tariff status to non
market economy countries denying free
dom of emigration. 

On a procedural vote of 12 to 12, the 
committee deleted the provision denying 
loans, credits, and guarantees to these 
nations. 

This is a crippling omission. The last 
2 years of trade wit:1 the Soviet Union 
have been carried on without most-fa
vored-nation status but with credits. So
viet trade is substantially in nontartlf 
items. Most favored nation is largely 
status. Credits are the real economic 
force. 

If our concern about human rights and 
the type of nations we trade with is real, 
then we must adopt the credit amend
ment now before the House. This amend-

ment will show our potential new trad
ing partners that we will require some 
basic consideration of human rights
that some system of regular and equi
table emigration policy is expected-a 
nondiscriminatory, humane system free 
from terror and impossible conditions
a system that reflects respect for the 
United Nations Declaration of Human 
Rights. 

This amendment is not an interfer
ence in the �~�n�t�e�r�n�a�l� affairs of other na
tions. Since when does a condition on 
granting credits supported by the tax
payers of the United States constitute 
an interference with another nation's 
internal affairs? We have no duty or 
obligation to extend lower tariff rates or 
billions of dollars in loans-these are not 
the rights of foreign nations. They are 
gifts that can be offered by the American 
people under conditions set by the Ameri· 
can �p�e�o�p�~�e�.� 'J'he granting of these privi
leges are an internal affair of our Nation. 
It will be more difficult and dangerous 
to withdraw these pri":rjjeges once given. 
Therefore, they must be given with the 
utmost care. 

The passage of this amendment does 
not violate the properly given constitu
tional pledge of any American official to 
a foreign country. Power over taxes and 
tariffs and power over the purse are con
gressional powers. They should not be 
casually promised away without fully 
consulting the Corgress. 

It is argued that we have human rights 
problems of our own. I offer this amend
ment in the full humility that we are not 
perfect--and with the conviction that if 
we abandon this cause, we would be less 
worthy. This amendment is in the 
American tradition. It is similar to the 
1911 abrogation of our commercial treaty 
with czarist Russia over that regimes 
massacres of its Jewish citizens. 

It is said that quiet diplomacy will 
make this amendment unnecessary. That 
is the same thing the State Department 
said all during the 1930's about the plight 
of German minoritiru. The discussion 
of this amendment may already have 
been of help in the education tax issue. 
In spite of all the dangers involved for 
them, the people relying on this amend
ment have begged us not to give up this 
issue. Today's newspapers report a let
ter from 188 persons from 10 Soviet 
cities to the United Nations protesting 
restrictions against Jews in the Soviet 
Union. Today's nc""Nspapers also tell us 
that courageous Andrei Sakharov and 
his wife were both admitted to a hos
pital. In traditional Soviet methods of 
reporting, the reason was not given. 

This amendment does not block trade 
needed by America. There is no security 
for the United States in the oil and gas 
fields of Siberia. Credits are unnecessary 
to a country with $20 billion in gold and 
which continues to make a dispropor
tionate commitment of gross national 
product to its military. Even the just
retired head of the Export-Import Bank 
admits that it is foolish to make loans 
to a country which denies normal busi-
ness data. Why are we in such a hurry 
to buy detente, even when we have re
ports that Soviet leaders say detente is 
a 15-year strategy to gain economic su-
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periority? How can we justify an energy 
development in the Soviet Union fi
nanced by C.S. taxpayer funds in view 
of the events of last month when the 
Soviet Union canceled its commitment
to five Western European countries? 

The amendment does not block trade 
with the East. It is a major step toward 
defining trading conditions to our mu
tual benefit. As the committee report 
indicates, expanded trade with certain 
Eastern European countries should 
soon be possible. 

The passage of this amendment will 
be a reminder to tt e world that America 
is still the hope of free men everywhere. 

Mr. ULLMA-""'1'. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, let me make my posi
tion clear. This amendment came up in 
committee. The committee rejected this 
amendment on the ground of jurisdiction 
and not on the ground of substance. The 
committee, when it went before the Com
mittee on Rules, was neutral, and my ob
jection to the amendment lies primarily 
in the fact that the jurisdiction here lies 
with the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

This is a very complex matter that 
should have had extended public hear
ings. We are moving here out of the 
proper jurisdiction, and without the 
proper background for study. That is the 
basis for my opposition to the amend
ment. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by 
my colleague <Mr. VANIK) to add credit 
restrictions to title 4 of the Trade Re
form Act. 

I have always supported the principle 
of allowing people the right to choose 
where they wish to live. 

We know that this is not the case in 
all parts of the world today. 

I cannot condone the idea of the 
United States granting trade credits and 
guarantees to those nations which deny 
free emigration. 

We cannot look the other way and 
ignore the plight of fellow human beings 
who do not have the right to determine 
where they can live. 

Administration and congressional sup
port for granting trade concessions to 
Russia increased with the announce
ment of the termination of special levies 
directed against those seeking to emi
grate from the Soviet Union. 

It was believed by many that this 
resolved the problems relating to emi
gration in Russia, but this is not true. 

The Soviet Government has simply 
changed tactics. 

Special harrassment and new exit tax 
policies are now being applied to Jewish 
families with children who are attempt
ing to leave Russia. 

This has resulted in 3-week-old babies 
being listed as traveling alone and, thus, 
subject to levies. 

This convinces me that there has been 
no permanent relaxation of Soviet hos
tility to Jews, particularly emigrating 
Jews, and that trade concessions which 
we extend to Russia because of a pre
sumption of changed policies in this area 
are not deserved. 

It is also believed that denying exten-

sion of credits to Soviet exports is not a 
proper or even an effective way of deal
ing with the problem of Soviet jewry. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit that it is en
tirely proper, extremely effective, and 
absolutely necessary. 

For example, this Congress, under the 
leadership of President Washington, in
stituted a limitation on commerce on 
March 26, 1794, designed to cause Great 
Britain to rescind its notorious orders 
in council. 

President Jefferson terminated all 
American foreign trade in 1807 for much 
the same reason. 

More recently and more in point, in 
October 1960, the United States imposed 
an almost total embargo on trade with 
Cuba in an attempt to influence Cuba's 
very form of government. 

And in July 1967, the United States 
joined in a United Nations embargo 
against Southern Rhodesia for the ex
press purpose of altering that govern
ment's policy toward its black residents. 

Thus, there is adequate precedent for 
the step that I am urging you to take. 

Perhaps the essential distinction be
tween the historical examples I have 
cited and the freedom of emigration 
measure is that the previous actions in
volved the withholding of previously on
going trade relations; today we do not 
propose to interfere in any way with on
going relations, but merely to condition 
a new concession, on our part with a con
session by the other side. 

I would also like to emphasize that 
the plight of Jews within the Soviet 
Union simply cannot be classified as an 
internal problem of that nation. 

To my mind the history of the Jewish 
people, and especially the 20th century 
record, is such that no human being, no 
matter what his country or religious be
lief, can justify closing his eyes and mind 
to their plight. 

In that sense the problem of Soviet 
Jewry is truly an international one. 

Of course I favor the relaxation in 
tension between the Soviet Union and 
the United States, and of course I fullY 
support the expansion of economic re
lation between the two central powers 
in the world. 

But there is no need whatsoever for 
the United States to relent at this time 
and our insistence on freedom of emi
gration is consistent in the record of his
tory. Correct in the annuals of inter
national law, and essential to the moral 
standing of our Nation. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. CONABLE. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, like most of the Mem
bers of this Chamber, I have supported 
Israel in the past and will, doubtless, 
support her in the future. Like most 
Members of this Chamber, I am pro
foundly skeptical about Russia. Like 
everyone in this Chamber, I deplore the 
denial of human rights and free emigra
tion which has characterized the Rus
sian regime from time to time. Any 
Communist country which does not have 
walls and barbed wire at its borders is 

likely to be diminished thereby, partic
ularly with respect to its intelligentsia. 

The emigration tax is part of that 
wall and that barbed wire, and there are, 
of course, many other devices available 
to an authoritarian regime to pre
vent emigration. This measure looks only 
to the emigration tax as a condition of 
trade negotiations. 

Peace in the world depends on two 
things: American strength, and the en
couragement of a climate in which prog
ress can occur. Americans are sick of 
confrontations, and there is plenty of · 
evidence that the Russians are �s�i�c�~� of it, 
also, when the risks are so high. 

The Vanik amendment is another con
frontation, this one a legislative con
frontation. It is the imposing of an abso
lute condition before normal trade can 
be even explored. Its rigidities conformed 
the first step toward commercial detente. 

There has been progress in emigra
tion from Russia and this will jeopardize 
it. For the last 2 years 30,000 Russian 
Jews a year have been permitted to leave 
with a waiving of the emigration tax. In 
October, during the Middle East war, 
4,500 were processed for emigration 
documentation. The probability is that 
if we find some other device, instead of 
using elimination of the emigration tax 
as a condition precedent to trade, to 
keep continuing pressure on the Rus
sians. we will be serving the cause of 
Soviet Jewry better than we are by draw
ing this line and encouraging confronta
tion on this issue. 

That the effects of the Jackson-Vanik 
amendment are mischievous is evidenced 
by the delay the administration has re
quested up to this point. The President 
and Dr. Kissinger fear its mischievous 
effects. If anybody is interested in hav
ing a trade bill, it is the administration 
and President Nixon, and yet they have 
consistently put it off solely out of con
cern for the repercussions if the amend
ment is adopted. 

Trade is neutral. It does not get in
volved with ideology. It will not happen 
unless there is mutual advantage. It will 
give the Russians a vested interest in 
peace and a greater concern for what we 
think of them. It will provide a form of 
contact more constructive than the mili
tary and political confrontations of the 
past. 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman 
will the gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. CONABLE. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I 
believe the gentleman will agree with 
me that neither the State of Israel nor 
any of its representatives in the United 
States ever asked us to support this re
striction of credit sales to the U.S.S.R. 

Mr. CONABLE. Not as far as I know. 
I think there is a serious question about 
this as a tactic and although many peo
ple seem to believe it will be the most 
effective, I really question whether it will. 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Because the State 
of Israel itself extends most-favored na
tion treatment to the U.S.S.R. 

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONABLE. I yield to the gentle
man from Wisconsin. 
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Mr. OBEY. I want to express briefly 

to the gentleman in the well that it may 
very well be we should not grant the Rus
sians credit, but to tie it entirely to 
this question, to the Soviet-Jewish ques
tion in my judgment will result in having 
the Soviet Jews used as scapegoats by 
the Kremlin. I know it is designed to 
help the Jews but I believe it will hurt 
them. I respect the purpose of the gen
tleman from Ohio in offering this but I 
believe it will have the opposite effect. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I urge 
opposition to the amendment, sharing 
the concern of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Vanik amendment. This 
amendment strengthens our commitment 
to human rights and our sense of respon
sibility in human affairs. In my opinion, 
the principle on which the amendment 
is based should be extended to our entire 
foreign policy. 

Some say that this constitutes inter
ference in the internal affairs of other 
countries. But it not interference to 
choose our trading partners, to maintain 
some standards about whom we do busi
ness with. The Soviet Union has shocked 
the entire civilized world with its relapse 
to the crude czarist repression of the 
Jews-one of the barbarities their revo
lution in 1917 was supposed to end once 
and for all. To destroy a community at 
its heart, its religious self-expression, 
and to prohibit the reconstitution of that 
community where it will no longer be a 
source of irritation to the Soviet Gov
ernment and its desire for control-this 
strikes me not just as Realpolitik, new
ever repulsive, but as gratuitous cruelty. 

I call upon my colleagues to reject a 
false idea of detente that would have us 
close our eyes to the consequences of our 
acts. The Soviet Government can attain 
further economic growth in two ways: 
By liberalizing its internal policies or by 
relying on the United States and the 
other advanced countries to bail it out. 
I see no reason to hinder trade, but I 
also see no reason to help the Soviet Gov
ernment maintain its grip without con• 
cessions to its own citizens. This amend
.tnent would allow trade only when a 
minimum standard of human rights is 
met. sw·ely, we can do no less. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, one por
tion of the Trade Reform Act of 1973 
<H.R. 10710> now before the House has 
taken on unusual importance, as we all 
know. The way we vote on title IV will 
signal to the world the degree to which 
America still values the cause of human 
freedom. I would like to address my re
marks to this section. 

It is axiomatic that we rarely truly 
appreciate something of value until we 
are without it. As a corollary, it can be 
said that we tend too easily to take our 
material wealth, and our liberty, for 
granted. 

As a result, many Members will argue 
here today for a policy of granting gen
erous trade advantages to the Soviet 
Union, giving little thought to the plight 
of the millions who must continue to live 
under the heavy yoke of totalitarian 
Communist rule. 

I have no doubt that those who hold 
this view sincerely believe that such a 
move would be in the best long-range 
interests of world peace. But I also have 
no doubt that they are wrong. 

One argument advanced against the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio <Mr. VANIK) to the Trade Re
form Act is that it will have no effect 
on Soviet emigration policy, and that 
even if it did, we have no business med
dling with the "internal" affairs of an
other nation. This amoral judgment, 
made without concern for the plight of 
those who are imprisoned for their be
liefs, or those who are sent to "mental 
institutions" or forced labor camps, be
cause they dare to differ publicly with 
Soviet policy, saddens me more than it 
angers me. 

The economic advantages of new trad
ing arrangements, as I shall explain 
shortly, are minimal for the United 
States. We even run the risk of getting 
burned. But to hand over extraordinary 
trade benefits to a Communist regime 
which differs from the Stalin era in style 
only is to me unconscionable. We have 
the capacity to strike a blow for human 
freedom. The Soviets need trade with 
the United States badly if they are ever 
to drag their economy out of the stagna
tion to which communism has relegated 
it for more than 50 years. If they want 
it badly enough, they will offer some
thing in return. They have little in the 
way of industrial products to offer, and 
the volume of raw materials we can ex
pect to import from them will be small 
in contrast to the vast amount of tech
nology, manufacturing equipment, and 
capital which they want in return. But 
one return which we can ask will cost 
them no money at all. It is freedom for 
Soviet Jews, intellectuals, and many 
others who long to leave that Commu
nist state. 

Those who see this measure solely in 
economic terms only ignore two cen
turies of American dedication to the 
cause of human freedom. We must not 
now walk away from those who plead for 
our help. Those who argue that the 
chances for success are small ignore the 
fact that a chance exists. I, for one, be
lieve that the Vanik amendment ought 
to be adopted in toto, with a prohibition 
of both most-favored-nation treatment 
and credits and credit guarantees, unless 
Soviet emigration policy is changed. 

Some argue that such an amendment 
would imperil the era of detente which 
has been carefully pieced together by the 
President and Secretary Kissinger. Any
thing which would slow the shaky move
ment toward detente, the argument goes, 
must be avoided at all costs. 

Some take a slightly more sophisti
cated approach, arguing that an era of 
peace must be built on a carefully con
structed interdependence between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. 
They contend that the development of 
strong mutual vested interests in con
tinued trade will prevent future hostility, 
and provide incentive for accommoda
tion. 

I fear that their argument is built on 
falacious reasoning and ignores history. 
It is based on an assumption that the 

trade will be substantial and long term, 
and that it will supersede in importance 
all other considerations for the foresee
able future. It should be obvious to all 
that the Soviets are not interested in 
buying much in the way of consumer 
goods from the United States. They want 
the highly developed technology which, 
in many areas, only the United States 
can supply. Sophisticated computers, 
highly technical manufacturing proc
esses, and American investment capital 
are what they are seeking. It does not 
take a genius to figure out that once the 
Soviet Union has obtained the technol
ogy which its industrial sector cannot 
provide, their use for the United States 
will diminish rapidly. Once their fac
tories are built, once their oil and natural 
gas supplies are located and drilling and 
transportation equipment are installed, 
once their science and industrial sectors 
have copied and put into production 
highly sophisticated American equip
ment, what will keep them from ex
propriating American-owned industries, 
or ignoring further trade obligations and 
defaulting on their debts? 

Just as importantly, once we have be
come dependent on certain supplies of 
Russian raw materials, such as chrome, 
oil, or natural gas, what is there to pre
vent the Soviets from cutting off ship
ment of those supplies in order to punc
tuate some new demand in the realm of 
foreign policy? And make no mistake, 
raw materials are about the only prod
uct from the Soviet Union that we can 
use. 

Thus, the "interdependence" which 
forms the cornerstone of this new policy 
toward the Soviet Union is questionable 
at best. We get the worst of the deal in 
several ways. The Soviets need what we 
have to offer far worse than we need any 
Soviet products. In order to give them 
the technology and investment capital 
that they need so badly, it is somehow 
felt that we must give them the most ad
vantageous terms possible. Thus, we will 
wind up giving them long-term credits at 
low interest rates which are unavailable 
to some of our best clients. These credits 
will either be provided by the American 
taxpayer, or ·underwritten by him, and 
the interest rates being given to our new 
friends in the Soviet Union will be lower 
than those available to you and I. Mean
while, with Americans supplying the in
vestment capital needed to develop their 
natural resources and build their indus
trial economy, they will be free to spend 
the money thus freed on other things, 
and few can doubt that it will be spent 
on military hardware. And in return for 
all of this, we will be getting some raw 
materials that we could get elsewhere 
without the attendant costs and risks in
volved. 

I simply cannot understand what the 
Soviet Union has done to earn such fa
vorable treatment from the United 
States. Was it supplying North Vietnam
ese troops with the weapons necessary to 
kill more than 50,000 American soldiers 
and pilots in Vietnam? Was it supplying 
Egypt and other Arab countries with the 
war materiel necessary to start yet an
other war with Israel? Was it the jailing 
and repression of thousands of Soviet 
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dissidents? Was it the construction of a 
massive military force now superior in 
many respects to our own-while they 
talked publicly of detente and peace? 
Does all this indicate a willingness to en
ter a new era of accommodation and 
friendly relations with the capitalist 
West? 

Mr. Chairman, I am not about to sug
gest that we ought to prevent every 
American business and agricultural firm 
from doing business with the Soviet 
Union. But I do intend to maintain that 
we should have no part of a scheme 
which grants so much in the way of 
cheap credit and special treatment to a 
regime which puts its dissidents in men
tal hospitals, and which either forbids 
emigration or allows it only on the most 
limited scale. The basic human rights 
which we so easily take for granted are 
unknown in the Soviet Union, and while 
we cannot simply march over there and 
demand that these rights be recognized, 
we do not need to reward such a policY 
with needless generosity on our part. 

If U.S. business wish to trade with the 
Soviet Union, fine. Let them demand 
cash or pay higher interest rates which 
are not guaranteed by the taxpayer. Let 
the Soviets divert a little of the enor
mous amount of money they are spend
ing on military hardware into resource 
development or industrial production. 

On the other hand, if the Soviet finally 
relents and grants at least the right to 
emigrate, if we can at least get this con
cession in behalf of humanity from that 
totalitarian regime, then perhaps we can 
consider another policy. It may be, as 
some argue, that our action will never 
change Soviet policy. That may be true. 
But we will never know unless we try. 
The rewards to us will be slim, except for 
the satisfaction of knowing that we may 
have helped to free some of those who 
will otherwise be condemned to a lifetime 
in the prison that is Soviet society. That 
is reward enough to me. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I will 
vote against the Vanik amendment. I be
lieve the House accepted this amend
ment without full realization of its im
plications for our overall foreign policy 
and for its potential effect on a Middle 
East settlement. 

Although the intent of the amendment 
is laudable, it will not work. We cannot 
legislate for the Soviet countries. On this 
matter, persuasion and cooperation are 
far more effective than a blunt instru
ment. 

Because we have accepted this amend
ment without full realization of what its 
effects may be, I intend to vote against 
title IV and I urge my colleagues to do 
likewise. Rather than rush ahead on a 
course which may prove disadvantageous 
to us for many years to come, it would be 
far better to wait and reconsider early 
next year the issues raised by the title 
after we have had a chance to study this 
matter in depth and have seen what 
progress has been made in the Middle 
East talks. 

Much has been said about thr Russian 
grain sales. 

Wheat was only one part of the Rus
sian grain sales; 9.5 million metric tons 
were sold, having a value of $567 million. 

About a quarter of the wheat sold in 
1972-73 remained to be shipped at the 
end of the fiscal year. The Soviet Union 
has informed the United States that it 
does not intend to make further pur
chases until late in fiscal 1974. Only 30 
percent of our total wheat exports in fis
cal 1973 went to the Soviet Union. 

Corn for feed was the other major ele
ment in the Russian grain deal. These 
sales totaled 3.7 million metric tons in 
quantity, having a value of $210 million. 
The corn sales were not subsidized, al
though they were eligible for CCC credit, 
along with the wheat and a small amount 
of rye. 

The credit arrangements for the grains 
sale to the Soviet Union did not impose 
an unusual or exceptional cost for Amer
ican taxpayers. The Commodity Credit 
Corporation will extend up to $750 mil
lion in credits for Soviet purchases of 
grain during the 3-year period ending 
July 31, 1975. During fiscal year 1973 the 
USSR used $460 million worth of credits 
for wheat and corn. In fiscal year 1974 
they are expected to use about $160 
million. 

The terms and interest rates made 
available to the Soviet Union are the 
same as those offered to other countries 
which import U.S. farm commodities un
der CCC credit financing. Between July 
8, 1972, and May 16, 1973, an interest 
rate of 6 Ys percent was applied to all fi
nancing approvals issued for grain ex
ports to the Soviet Union. However, in 
keeping with the rising trend in interest 
rates sinme May 1973, CCC credit rates 
have been increased and financing �a�p�~� 
provals issued currently for Soviet grain 
purchases carry a rate of 9% percent. As 
of October 8, the Soviets had used $529.7 
million worth of credit and repaid $31.4 
million. They are completely current in 
their repayments schedule. 

The export reporting system instituted 
in June is a significant improvement in 
keeping the public informed as to the 
extent of supplies and commitments for 
overseas shipments. It will enable the 
United States to monitor effectively any 
future large purchases by foreign �g�o�v�~� 

ernments and trading firms in American 
commodities markets. 

In fiscal 1973, U.S. farm exports deliv
ered almost $13 billion to the plus side 
of the international account, enough to 
pay for our fuel imports twice over. The 
sales of U.S. grains to the Soviet Union 
were a major factor in this export year, 
but by no means the only one. Exports 
to the U.S.S.R. accounted for less than 
one-fifth of the total U.S. gain in agri
cultural exports this past year, and we 
should, therefore, be careful not to over .. 
estimate the economic impact of that 
particular series of sales. The Russian 
purchases were a part of a total growth 
of world demand coinciding with a series 
of crop reverses in literally dozens of 
countries-none of which could have 
been accurately foretold. 

Advantages of the Soviet transactions 
for U.S. farmers and taxpayers include 
the following: 

First. The added export market in
creased the value of farmers' 1972 crops 
by more than $1 billion. This has made 
an important contribution to the right-

ing of the U.S. balance of payments at 
a time when our need for increased for
eign exchange earnings to pay for im
ported fuel is becoming more and more 
evident. It also enabled farmers to obtain 
more of their income from the market
place, contributing to the $1 billion drop 
in Treasury payments to farmers in 1973 
as compared to the previous year. 

Second. The sales created 30,000 to 
50,000 new jobs for Americans and stim
ulated approximately $1.5 billion of ad
ditional rail transportation, shipping, 
and other economic activity in this coun
try. For the railroad industry alone, in
creased grain trafiic as a result of the 
Soviet's purchases resulted in orders for 
17,000 additional covered hopper cars, 
some with capacities up to 198 tons. This 
expanding business has been an impor
tant contributing factor to revitalizing 
segments of our rail industry, and will 
insure our ability to continue to handle 
increased grain movements. The Russian 
grain sales had important stimulating 
effects for port cities such as Houston, 
New Orleans, and Norfolk as well. 

Agriculture remains the largest indus
try in this Nation today. It is related to 
employment for around 16.5 million 
people, or one-fifth of the U.S. labor 
force. Agricultural exports have become 
increasingly important and have greatly 
stimulated growth of our agricultural 
economy and the U.S. economy as a 
whole. In 1973, we exported the product 
of 80 million acres, or about 30 percent 
of our cropland. 

Continued growth of the agricultural 
sector and of exports of agricultural 
products is essential to the health of our 
economy. We can insure this growth 
continues if we are able to exploit all 
available markets. The Communist �c�o�u�n�~� 
tries constitute a market for agricultural 
products of about 1.2 billion people. We 
cannot afford to ignore a market this 
large, particularly when our advantages 
in agricultural production are so great. 

Since 1950, productivity in U.S. agri
culture has increased 3 :Y2 times, about 
twice the increase in the nonfarm sec
tor. Meanwhile, growth of agricultural 
productivity in Communist countries has 
lagged far behind ours and in several 
countries has not matched productivity 
growth in their own industrial sector. 
Gross production in some countries is 
increasing faster than ours, but only be
cause their rate of investment is higher. 
In the Soviet Union, for example, the 
rate of investment in agriculture is four 
times higher than the U.S. rate; that is, 
an average rate of $34 billion against 
$8.87 billion annually. · 

Our economy is an open one and we 
must trade in order to purchase the 
foods, fuels, and equipment we cannot 
produce efficiently ourselves. In fiscal 
year 1973 while the trade deficit for non
agricultural products was $3.5 billion, 
agriculture piled up to $5.6 billion sur
plus. Our agricultural trade surplus with 
the Communist countries of $1.3 billion 
accounted for 23.4 percent of the overall 
agricultural trade surplus. One-time 
large grain sales to the Soviet Union ac
counted for a substantial part of the 
fiscal year 1973 surplus, but a large and 
expanding market for our agricultural 
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products, particularly feedgrains, in the 
U.S.S.R. and other Communist countries 
remains if we take the steps necessary to 
secure permanent entry into that market. 
Although we can do without agricultural 
trade with Communist countries if we 
must, we will pay an unnecessary cost by 
limiting the market opportunities for our 
domestic agriculture without good justi
fication. 

If the Communist countries are to con
tinue to import from us, they must be 
able to sell their products here in free 
and nondiscriminatory competition with 
other foreign countries. Inclusion of pro
visions in title IV which potentially will 
deny these countries MFN treatment will 
hamstring their efforts to export to the 
United States. A further disincentive in 
the form of the crippling Vanik amend
ment is very likely to convince them that 
we are not serious about improving our 
overall relations ·and raising the level of 
economic cooperation and could well 
cause them to turn to other sources of 
.supply or to do without. 

A major purpose of CCC credits is to 
make our commodities competitive. Be
cause oi the present tight supply situa
tion CCC credits are being authorized 
only in a few exceptional cases, primarily 
for humanitarian reasons. The Commu
nist countries understand this and are 
not seeking credits on a basis other than 
of equality with other areas such as 
Japan and Western Europe. If credits 
were authorized, we would be giving them 
nothing for the present except notice of 
our good will. If we discriminate against 
them as provided in the Vanik amend
ment, it will be a slap in the face which 
will discourage or eliminate commercial 
purchases and lose us this large market 
for years to come and will cast a pall over 
our whole effort to improve relations with 
these countries. 

The Communist countries have the 
capacity to operate as nearly self-suffi
cient autarchies B.nd they can obtain the 
few essential items that they need from 
other sources. If continuation of denial 
of equal treatment causes them to make 
the hard decision to do without the ad
justments they will have to make in their 
economies will bear heavily on their or
dinary consumers. In particular, it will 
necessitate reversal of c'urrent efforts to 
increase the amount of animal protein in 
diets of ordinary people. Adoption of this 
amendment, then. makes life more diffi
cult, not less, for the average citizen in 
Russia. 

There are some potential disadvan
tages in trading with Communist coun
tries. Some people are concerned that 
after we have built up our agricultural 
exports, they will suddenly withdraw 
from the market :and leave us holding 
the bag. However, experience has shown 
that once trade is opened, it tends to 
stay open. More important is the fact 
that these countries have made a con
scious shift in priorities toward provision 
of more animal protein and consumer 
goods. For example, in 1971-75, while 
published Soviet figures on defense ex
penditures are running at about 18 billion 
rubles and declining as a percent of GNP, 
an average annual investment in agricul
ture of 24 billion rubles is planned. 

For the next several years, they are 
dependent on us to accomplish their goal 
in increasing meat, milk, and egg supplies 
primarily by imports of U.S. feedgrains 
and oilseeds-the agricultural com
modities in which we have the greatest 
advantage and for which we are the 
only major supplier. We should not lose 
sight of the fact that the Communist 
countries are planned eeonomies. There 
is no indication that they will be in and 
out-of the market. Rather, they are seek
ing long-term supply commitments from 
us so that they can proceed :vith planning 
of essential domestic programs. Even in 
the unlikely event that one or more of 
these countries did withdraw from our 
export market, all would not do so at 
once. 

I have no quarrel with the intent of 
the Vanik amendment. I deplore the 
restrictive immigration policies of some 
of the Communist countries. However, it 
is my belief that it will not work. Over the 
years, embargoes and other restrictive 
trade measures have been singularly in
effective. I see no reason to believe we can 
a:ffect the internal policies of other coun
tries by U.S. law-what would be our re
action to a Soviet law designed to pro
mote or deny busing of schoolchildren in 
the United States or, say, a completely 
open immigration policy. 

In view of the detente that has been 
developed over the past couple of years, 
it is increasingly clear that there is op
portunity to work out our areas of dis
agreement with the Communist coun
tries. Persuasion, cooperation, and a 
deepening of detente shows much more 
promise than a belligerent and discrimi
natory domestic political action. The 
latter can do no good and much harm. 

We seem to be proceeding in an orderly 
way toward settlement of the Middle 
East issue. I see no reason to jeopardize 
these efforts for a purpose which will be 
meaningless if the negotiations are suc
cessful. 1: .consider it unlikely that the 
Soviets would not reverse their emigra
tion policy, once pressure from the Arab 
nations is removed. 

I am, however, very pleased that the 
language of title IV will not keep the 
President from extending most-favored
nation status to Romania. The commit
tee report and the position taken by the 
author of the language, Mr. VANIK, makes 
clear the intention of the Congress to 
permit MFN to Romania. 

In my view, Romania richly deserves 
this consideration. 

Mr. HAMll..TON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the administration's re
quest in the trade bill for the most
favored-nation status for the Soviet 
Union and I also rise in opposition to 
amendments to the trade bill that would 
deny the Soviet Union MFN status, cred
its, and guarantees unless there were 
changes in its treatment of its citizens 
and removal of restrictions on the free 
emigration of its citizens. And I support 
the administration's belated request for 
deletion of title IV if it contains con
stricting language. 

Title IV of the trade bill, incorporat
ing the administration's request, was not 
designed to reward the Soviet Union or 
to express any acceptance or approval 

of its domestic policies. Rather, this re
quest was the result of the slow and 
checkered negotiations between the 
United States and the Soviet Union seek
ing to build detente. It must be seen as 
a natural and small step in the process 
of allowing normal economic relations to 
develop between our countries and to 
complement our ongoing political nego
tiations to reduce tensions between East 
and West. At no time during our long 
and complicated negotiations with the 
Soviet Union were basic internal changes 
in Soviet society made a precondition for 
further development of our bilateral re
lations. 

SOVIET EMIGRATION TO ISRAEL 

The primary motivation for these 
amendments to the trade bill seeking 
modifications in Soviet internal policies 
for the granting of certain economic 
benefits has been the uneven and, at 
times, unpredictable policies regarding 
the emigration of Soviet Jewish citizens 
who want to go to Israel. 

After years of allowing only a couple 
of hundred of its Jewish citizens to emi
grate each year, the Soviet Union began 
in late 1971 to liberalize its emigration 
policies. Americans welcomed this change 
in policy which has allowed over 50,000 
Soviet Jews to leave for IsraeL 

This progress, however, makes no less 
objectionable and reprehensible, several 
features of the Soviet Government's pol
icies toward its Jewish minority of close 
to 2.64 million citizens. Among the ob
jectionable features, three should be 
noted: 

First, there are many Jews in jail for 
ostensibly political reasons who have not 
been allowed to leave and whose only 
crime appears to be a desire to emigrate. 

Second, despite Soviet claims that in 
1972 95 percent of the Jews who applied 
to leave were able to do so, there are 
perhaps more than 100,000 Jews waiting 
and praying daily for exit visas that only 
seem to be forthcoming on a slow, erratic 
timetable, subject to the whims of par
ticular-and often petty-Soviet author
ities throughout the state bureaucracy. 

Third, Soviet policies toward the emi
gration of its citizens have, in the re
cent past, involved outrageous fees that 
some Jews must pay to leave the Soviet 
Union, in particular the education tax. 
Each Soviet citizen emigrating has had 
to pay exit fees of about $1,000 for the 
privilege of renouncing citizenship and 
for an exit visa. In August 1972, an addi
tional education tax was put into e:ffect 
and in December 1972, the tax was re
fined with a scale for amortizing the ed
ucation tax liability of prospective emi
grants. This fee alone can be well over 
10,000 rubles--$13,200 at official rate of 
exchange of $1.32=1 ruble. In some cases 
it can be waived. According to Israeli 
sources, nearly 20 percent of the Soviet 
Jewish emigrants after August 1972, had 
to pay some sort of an education tax, and 
the tax has been waived in about 400 
cases. 

The education tax became the focus of 
considerable administration and con-
gressional attention but recently it has 
fallen into disuse. While the tax has not 
been rescinded, it is not being eollected 
and Seeretary Kissinger assures us that 
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we have assurances it will not be reap
plied. No American should-and cer
tainly few of us ever would--support· any 
principle other than the right of any 
citizen in any country to be allowed to 
emigrate without taxation or other re
prisal. 

BASIC QUESTION 

The basic question which remains is 
how can America encourage more liber
alization in Soviet emigration policies 
and how can concerned Americans best 
persuade the Soviet Union that we be
lieve it is in the best interest of future 
Soviet-American relations and detente 
that irritants in Soviet emigration policy 
be removed. 

LINKING UNITED STATES-U.S.S.R. TRADE TO 
CHANGES IN SOVIET DOMESTIC POLICY 

Efforts to tie the further development 
of economic relations with the Soviet 
Union to changes in Soviet internal poli
cies present, on different levels, a gen
uine moral dilemma and a practical ne
gotiating problem. But in neither case is 
the intense debate between those who are 
morally sensitive and those who are mor
ally insensitive or between those who 
seek accommodation at any price and 
those who demand our Government to 
exact as many concessions as possible 
from the Soviet Union for normal busi
ness relations. 

Americans certainly should never con
done the suppression of civil liberties. 
For more than a half century, we have 
objected strenuously to the way the So
viet Union treats its people and we 
should continue to do so today. But hard 
questions persist: 

Should we demand that basic changes 
in Soviet society be a precondition to 
good relations in the future? 

Should we let the future course of our 
bilateral relations and detente itself 
hinge so much on immediate changes in 
the Soviet Union? 

Should we abandon our long cherished 
hopes for a basic and gradual evolution 
in Soviet society toward greater plural
ism and just recognition of the funda
mental human rights of all its peoples 
for what is, from the Soviet perspective, 
revolutionary and thus unacceptable 
changes now? 

REASONS FOR OPPOSING AMENDMENTS 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose amendments 
to title IV of the trade bill for two basic 
reasons: 

First, the amendments will make more 
difficult the improvement of Soviet
American relations. 

United States policy toward the Soviet 
Union over a period of many years and 
during the administrations of all recent 
Presidents has been characterized by 
efforts to keep 01lr guard up, but also to 
expand areas of accommodation in order 
to reduce tension and promote coopera
tion. This policy has brought consider
able success. It was not achieved by 
linking one issue to another, but by striv
ing to achieve, wherever possible, a 
stable and predictable relationship, and 
by chipping away at Soviet rigidity by 
emphasizing contacts where feasible. 

Recent Soviet flexibility in some areas 
of mutual interest was the product main
ly of private persuasion and quiet di
plomacy which suggests that public ef-

forts to force changes in policy will not 
succeed and could jeopardize the cli
mate of existing detente. The cold war 
atmosphere of yesterday is slowly 
changing, in part because we are reduc
ing the threats, angry statements, ir
responsible actions and ultimatums and 
are. talking about our differences quietly 
and through the normal and traditional 
diplomatic channels. The recent Middle 
East crisis is a case in point. Detente 
provided a basis for reducing tensions 
at a time when irresponsible acts could 
have threatened world peace. 

Our policy toward the Soviet Union 
requires that we make progress where we 
can. It does not mean we approve or 
accept many Soviet policies, either at 
home or abroad. OUr policy merely re
flects the mixture of cooperation and 
conflict that marks American-Soviet 
relations and our belief that over a peri
od of time, as successful contacts and 
mutual interests are made and expanded, 
constituencies for cooperation will be 
developed in each nation so that neither 
nation will allow other conflicts to dis
rupt the cooperation. 

The whole course of Soviet-United 
States relations jL the last several years 
supports the view that private, but firm, 
diplomacy brings results. It is precisely 
because the Soviet Union desires better 
trade relations that we have some lever
age in our dealings. We should use that 
leverage to achieve concessions from the 
Soviet Union, including changes in its 
emigration �p�o�l�i�~�i�e�s�,� but we should not 
mortgage our leverage of trade on this 
single issue of Soviet Jewish emigration. 
With the possibility of extending credits 
and MFN status, the United States would 
have more leverage with the Soviet 
Union than we would have over most 
other societies. Centrally planned econ
omies are always. planning 5 years in 
the future, and cnce we have economic 
ties and interrelationships with the 
Soviet Union, it i& booked for a medium
term period, because of the inflexibility 
of its economic machinery. Such lever
age should be P.mployed carefully. 

United States officials on all levels 
should continue to remind their Soviet 
counterparts that Americans abhor ca
pricious, internal Soviet policies, like the 
education tax, and that their continua
tion will handicap future political and 
economic relations. But we should not 
forfeit the considerable advantage that 
will accrue to the United States from 
expanded trade because the education 
tax is repugnant to us. As we develop 
our relations with the Soviet Union our 
opportunities to persuade the Soviets 
that certain of their policies are unac
ceptable will be enhanced. 

Second, we have no evidence that the 
Soviet Union is likely to bow to legisla
tive pressw·e, and good reason to think 
that such pressure could be counter
productive. 

If we try to back the Soviet Union 
against the wall on this issue, it may 
react and say no more emigration. We 
should not expect the Soviet Union or, 
for that matter, the United States to 
back down totally and publicly when 
confronted with a challenge by economic 
pressure to an internal policy. The So-

viet Union has not done so before and 
is not likely to do so now. 

Legislation linking further trade to 
removal of the education tax could not 
only forfeit the political and economic 
advantage to the United States that can 
accrue to us by skillful use of trade, but it 
could also affect the progress that allowed 
over 32,000 Soviet Jews to emigrate to 
Israel in 1972 and has maintained a 
monthly average of between 2,000 and 
3,000 this year. 

CONCLUSION 

We all agree that the Soviet Govern
ment should liberalize further its emigra
tion policies and let its citizens seeking 
to emigrate leave for other lands where 
those citizens feel they can live and work 
in dignity and honor. I only suggest that 
the best means to achieve this goal are 
strong, quiet diplomacy, and persuasion 
in all official and nonofficial contacts with 
Soviet authorities. We should be, and I 
think we are, telling the Soviet Union 
that if changes in some of its internal 
policies which Americans abhor are not 
effected, our relations cannot continue 
to progress. This approach has the best 
chance of persuading the Soviets to alter 
their emigration policies, and to advance 
our total national interests with the So
viet Union. 

The pursuit of peace, then, emanates 
from a pragmatic view of coexistence. 
As secretary Kissinger recently suggest
ed, we "must be concerned with the best 
that can be achieved, not just the best 
that can be imagined.'' The pragmatic 
approach to our relations with the Soviet 
Union is, by and large, the approach 
used by the administration, and it should 
receive congressional support. I urge my 
colleagues either to support the admin
istration's original request in title IV 
without any amendments, or to delete 
the entire title and have it brought up 
at a later date. 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Chairman, today's 
vote on the Vanik amendment will vitally 
affect the future of the oppressed na
tionalities in the Soviet Union as well as 
the course of Soviet-American relations. 
Courageous dissidents in Russia such as 
Evgeny Levich and Andrei Sakharov are 
awaiting our decision. 

If we vote down the amendment it 
will be a signal to the Russian people 
that we care more for trade than for 
freedom, that our high :flown promises 
are worthless. 

It will show the Russian Government 
that they can continue to bleed America 
of her know-how and her resources as 
long as they pay lip service to a shallow 
detente. 

It is only the strong moral pressure 
from the West which has provided the 
limited protection Soviet Jews will en
joy. Tens of thousands have escaped to 
Israel thanks, in no small measure, to 
the respect the Kremlin has for the Con
gress of the United States. Today we 
must earn that respect. 

The administration pleads with us, 
"Do not jeopardize detente." But what 
is this detente they are so eager to save. 
If by detente they mean the recognition 
by both super powers that a nuclear war 
is totally unacceptable then no one will 
argue with them. Surely avoiding a nu-
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clear holocaust is everyone's first prior
ity. But beyond that, detente in the sense 
the administration preaches is a cold and 
dangerous concept. One that ignores hu
man needs and the breakdown of barri
ers between Americans and Russians in 
favor of narrow agreements between the 
two governments. 

We must restore the provisions barring 
credits and barring most-favored-nation 
status to Communist nations which pro
hibit free emigration. The most-favored
nation status has become a symbol in 
America and Russia for American deter
mination to aid those Soviets denied the 
rights guaranteed them by international 
agreements. However, the credit provi
sions are the true key to impressing the 
Soviets. Almost all the significant proj
�~�c�t�s� the Soviet Union wishes to arrange 
are dependent on American financing. If 
we are re::tlly going to impress them with 
our commitment to change we have to 
turn off the fiow of money. 

There are three elements in the ad
ministration argument. The first is hu
manitarian. We must apply pressure 
quietly, we are told, to be effective. As 
trade and scientific contacts expand 
Soviet society will inevitably open up. 
Yet for years it has been public pressure 
which has worked. Does anyone doubt 
that Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn would have 
been silenced along ago if it were not for 
the furor of the free press? 

Romania is the most open of the Com
munist nations in allowing international 
contacts; yet they maintain one of the 
most authoritarian domestic regimes. 
This is what the Kremlin wants for 
Russia and this is what Mr. Nixon's plans 
will allow. 

The second argument is economic. We 
will gain great benefits by trade with the 
Soviets regardless of its political effects. 
This argument ignores the simple fact 
that both sides must have something the 
other wants. America has a great deal the 
Soviets want, particularly our advanced 
technology, our grain, and our money. 

But what does the Soviet Union have to 
offer? There is only so much vodka and 
caviar that the American market can 
consume. What of the natural resources 
of Siberia, oil and natural gas, which are 
supposedly ours for the taking? In fact 
extracting these resources is so expensive 
that the Soviets are increasing their own 
reliance on Middle Eastern oil rather 
than exploit their reserves in Siberia. 
Even if Russian oil becomes an economic 
feasibility it would be folly to replace our 
dependence on the Arabs for energy 
needs with dependence on the Russians. 

Finally, the goal of the Kremlin is to 
use American technology to build an ad
vanced industrial society comparable to 
our own. Such a society will gobble up 
natural resources, especially gas and oil, 
leaving precious little for export to the 
United States. 

T"ne prime example of economic co-
operation between our two countries is 
the wheat deal, popularly known as the 
"Great American Grain Robbery." We 
sold one-quarter .of our wheat crop at 
b:ugain prices to the Russians, forcing 
prices up at home, cheating American 
farmers of a fair profit while reaping 

windfall profits for a few large grain gress seeking a law that will deny certain 
dealers. trade concessions to the Soviet Union and 

The final touch was added recently bY similar nations whenever they deny their 
Secretary of Treasury George Shultz. In citizens the right or opportnnity to 
response to a suggestion that the United emigrate. 
States curtail grain exports to Arab na- When the Vanik-Jackson amendments 
tions withholding oil from us, Shultz re- were intro-duced last year, the Russian 
sponded that the Soviet Union could regime made a great show of defending 
make up any deficit the Arabs incurred, its privilege to abuse its citizens in any 
presumably with Ame1ican wheat. · way it chose. Certain elements here, both 

The most serious administration claim in and out of Congress, encouraged such 
for the merits of detente are political. opposition on their part, quietly assuring 
By working together with the Russians the Soviets that with the next Congress, 
we assure the peace of the world. Their it would not be fonnd in their path. To 
startling proof of this is the Yom Kippur the enormous credit of the American peo
War. Mr. Nixon claims that because of pie, this has not proven to be the case, 
detente and his personal relationship because the overwhelming majority of 
with Brezhnev we made it through the our citizens support the rights of op
most serious crisis this Nation has faced pressed people and have made their feel-
since the Cuban missile crisis. ings known to the Congress. 

One wonders how we reached such a This has been one of the noblest ae-
critical confrontation in the sweetness tions taken by our country in a long 
and light world of detente the adminis- time. It can be termed a redeeeming act 
tration believes in. In fact the Russians in a time when some have come to doubt 
did everything they could to aggravate our capability to perform in such a 
the crisis caring only that a direct con- manner. 
frontation which might lead to a general Certain elements in this conntry have 
war be a voided. wrung their hands over the magic word 

The Russians not only had foreknow!- "detente" warning that the l0ng sought 
edge of the Arab attack, but they ae- rapproachement with Communist Rus
tually made it possible. Without Soviet sia would die aborning, because of our 
missiles there would have been no war. insistence upon standing up for the op
As soon as the war began the Russians pressed in Russia. Solid congressional 
poured weapons into Egypt and Syria suppart for freedom of emigration gives 
while we pleaded for restraint. Fortu- the lie to their ignoble efforts to sabotage 
nately Mr. Nixon did not allow Israel to this altruistic policy. 
collapse with detente but responded to A few business interests, enamored of 
the Soviet arms airlift. Russian rubles and major contracts with 

Even after the ceasefire was achieved the Soviets, have tried to trample the 
the Soviets pushed us, always keeping hopes of millions for liberty nnder the 
just shy of any irrevocable actions. Now eager feet of those consumed with lust 
that negotiations are only weeks away the for profit at all costs. Those few Amer
Russians continue to mouth propaganda ican companies who have actively pur
while leaving to the Americans the diffi- sued policies of this sort stand huddled 
cult and painful task of reconciling the alone in the public view, exposed for 
Arabs and the Israelis. So much for the what they really are: Insensitive greed 
political values of detente. personified and a disgrace to our ideals 

A new relationship with the Soviet and best hopes. 
Union is possible and probably inevit- Alongside them are their political al
able. It is for us to say what that re- lies, who, nnder the guise of seeking nn
lationship will be. The administration derstanding with Russia and an end to 
wants us to embrace the Kremlin with international tensions, really are rather 
open arms and closed eyes, trusting to traditional opponents of the very people 
the good will of the Russian leaders and whose only hope for freedom lies on our 
the cleverness of our own administration. hands. How strange it is that so many of 

So far the Kremlin has managed to these same opponents of freedom of emi· 
steal us blind. The Russians want a great gration for Russian Jews have voted pre
deal from Ame1ica and we should deal viously to use American economic lever
with them on our own terms. There is age against nations they dislike. Aid to 
little economic incentive they can offer Greece exercises them. Sugar quotas for 
at the moment but they can earn our South Africa incense them. Chrome im
ai'Ci by other means. ports from Rhodesia prick their finely 

If they agree to free emigration, if tuned consciences. On this fioor they 
they stop suppressing their most out- have beaten their breasts, howled their 
spoken and noble citizens they will have indignation, and demanded vigorous ap
made a true commitment to a new rela- plication of our dollar power on behalf 
tionship with America, one that will be of morality, charity, compassion, and 
worth our aid and support. This change motherhood. Would that their moral out
will not come from quiet pressure from rage for human beings were as strong to
the administration, but from the firm day on behalf of the Jews of Russia. 
stand of the American people as ex- There are also some who have 
pressed by Congress. thumped the tub loudly on behalf of 

Mr. BRASCO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in every cause from Tibetan refugees to the 
support of the Vanik amendment. At last plight of the Indians in the Am.az.on jun
the freedom of emigration question has gles. Worthy causes, to be sure, but not 
come before the House, posing a choice causes where we can have immediate ef
to America that will evoke the best from feet, as is the case here. Some here in 
us, or the worst. Essentially, it bolls down the United States, however, notable for 
to the overwhelming majority of the Con- their radical cast of thought, have taken 
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it upon themselves to wage a personal 
vendetta upon the Jewish people, turn
ing a blind eye and deaf ear to their 
plight in Russia, their murders by terror
ists, Jetter bombs. executions of Israeli 
POW's, and Munich horrors. All these 
acts are excusable in their eyes. 

How strange it is that so many such 
individuals llave turned against the Jews 
in this, their llour of dire need. How odd 
it is that the images of 1945 have faded 
so much from our view. How sad it is that 
the world today countenances and even 
abets the atrocious international double 
standard now being applied to the Jews 
in our midst. What a confession of inter
national moral bankruptcy. 

We dare not, for our own sakes, turn 
our �e�~�e�s� from the tragic realities of So
viet Russia today, no matter bow we 
yearn for rapprochement. The Vanik and 
Jackson amendments have forced the 
Russians to ease some restrictions on 
emigration. Yet we dare not doubt for an 
instant that if we relax the pressure they 
will almost immediately clamp the lid on 
the hopes of these people, slamming the 
door to a new life shut in thE--ir faces. So
viet promises are as reliable as the 
vagaries of the wind. Did we not see a 
few weeks ago how much they thought of 
detente"? Did we not observe how they 
w&e willing to cast the �d�i�c�e�~� as any des
perate gambler, putting detente on the 
line in the hope for geopolitical gain in 
the Middle East? Did we not see their sea 
and air lift? Have we not noted the 
lengths to which they were willing to go? 
Have they changed? Will they turn from 
power politics to morality if asked? I 
think not. · 

We must institutionalize our determi
nation to gain freedom for these people, 
so that others as well may follow the 
road to freedom by the light of our ex
ample. Only a _permanent method of 
pressure, embodied in law. will keep Rus
sia true to her word. Their Constitution 
is the finest and freest in the world, on 
paper. Contrasted with the realities of 
Russian life, it is a disgraceful sham. 
Also, we should pass this guarantee be
cause the nature of the opposition to it 
has made it a challenge to amoralism in 
our forei£11 policy. 

Shall we embrace, by refusing to en
act this legisiation, the concept that a 
nation has no obligations other than 
those dictated by _pure self-interest? 
Shall we revive the Metternichean prin
ciple that nations have only permanent 
interests rather than permanent princi
ples and friends? I pray not. 

We are confronting these people with 
a nasty choice; the only one such a 
regime understands and is moved by. 
Modify your disagreeable and unjust 
policies or harm your own economic self
interest. If they choose to oppress their 
citizens, we can do nothing. But we can 
make them choose, and it is our obliga
tion to make them do so. To do otherwise 
would be to fail to use a readily �a�v�a�i�l�~� 
able nonviolent instrument on behalf 
of an oppressed and driven people who 
czy out to us in their frustration and 
fear. 

Unpleasant as it is to state this, many 
foes of this measure are merely unwil-

ling to offend a dictatorship that hap
pens to be a good customer and may be
come a better one. That is applied amo.r
alism, and should be revealed for what 
it truly is. Any detente built on condon
ing such institutional outrage is not 
worth having. 

Consider wbat we are endorsing if we 
do not take a forthright stand on behalf 
of the Jews of Russia and other minori
ties dependent upon their fate in this 
.struggle. 

Here is the .single most persecuted mi
nority in the history of mankind. Here 
is a _people wnich stand alone as the only 
people to have been the victims of orga
nized, assembly line genocide at the 
hands of a modern, industrialized state. 
One million Jewish children were gassed, 
shot, burned, and hacked to pieces by the 
Nazis. Forget about the Crusades, the 
Inquisition. Dreyfus, Leo Frank, and all 
the rest. if you can. Forget about the 
incredible black blot running across so 
many pages of man's existence labeled 
anti-Semitism. Forget about mass shoot
ings, �t�o�r�t�u�r�e�~� pogroms, auto-da-fes, ex
iles, and ghettos. Forget about the people 
oi the book, who, still penned up like 
animals, cry out to the world to be free. 

Have we no conscience? Have we no 
compassion? Do we stand for nothing 
except a fast buck? Is selling Pepsi-Cola. 
in Russia more important than freeing 
a family to live differently than their 
!ore bears? 

Russia has always persecuted her Jews. 
Catherine the Great loathed them, im
posing upon their heads and those of 
their children a series of restrictive 
rules that condemned them to lives of 
frustration and misery. The Romanoffs 
organized mob violence against these 
people, accusing them of ritual murders 
to focus peasant wrath on the Jews 
and away from their own heads and 
hands, begrimed with exploitatiOn and 
sated with exorbitant luxury. The So
viets, led by the infamous Stalin, me
thodically sought to destroy the re
ligious roots of the Jewish ethos, and 
failed, ingloriously, as so many others 
have done before them and will fail 
in the eras to come. 

In international law the foundation of 
the right to travel is the Universal Dec
laration of Human Rights adopted by 
the U.N. General Assembly in 1948. Not 
that that organization would utter peep 
number one on its behalf and in favor of 
any Jew anywhere . .Rather, .I mention 
this to strengthen the cause of this mea
sure. SurelY, it should be extended to 
Jews as well as to other political refugees. 

The world has not done too well by the 
Jews recently. So tell me what else is 
new. We watched the Munich horror 
without acting .against terrorists. Letter 
bombs, sabotage, economic boycotts, and 
other measures aimed at these poor peo
ple have only evoked further anti-Semi
�t�i�s�~� some of it on the editorial and so
ciety pages of major newspapers. Today 
the Jews stand alone, for a .change. Ex
cept for us. 

As they mourn their freshly buried 
dead, perished after a sneak attack upon 
them that so many seem to condone in 
the name of "recapturing territories'' 

we have a chance to signal these and 
other people that conscience is not dead_. 
that human dignity is espoused by some 
and that a few nations are yet capable of 
honorable behavior. 

America is..no paragon of international 
virtue. But she is, after all, a subscriber 
to the elementary ru1es of decency gov
erning tbe affairs of men and nations. 
Foreign policy is, I believe, supposed to 
at least try to walk suer ... paths. 

Those who believe the business of 
American foreign policy is business can 
relax. Even if we pass the Vanik-Jackson 
measures, as I fervently hope we do, the 
Russians will rave a bit �t�o�d�a�y�~� but be back 
at business tomorrow. They care about 
commerce far more than they do about 
human rights. Nitchevo, comrades. Just 
once, would it not be a fine thing for 
America to do what she should do out of 
a sense of rectitude, rather than in the 
traditional cynical way of international 
dealing? 

Sometimes a man or an action ex
presses the essence of what our -country is 
or seeks to be. Today I am reminded of 
one such man, who, if alive today, would 
passionately endorse what the Vanik
Jackson measures seek to accomplish. His 
name was John Peter Altgeld, Governor 
of Illinois, lo, those many years ago. 
Some years before he took office, during 
the labor strife of the 1870's, there oc
curred in Chicago the Haymarket riot, 
where some unknown person threw a 
bomb that killed several innocent police
men. Anarchists were accused and sev
eral were arrested, tried, and sentenced 
to death. Several were executed, and the 
rest languished in prison under life terms. 

Altgeld discovered that they were to
tally innocent, after he reviewed the evi
dence and trial transcripts. He then an
nounced his determination to pardon 
those remaining in jail. His inner circle 
reacted violently against that decision, 
telling him that such a move was polit
ical and social folly. After repeated re
monstrances by many close friends, he 
finally responded with one simple phrase 
that summed up what America meant 
to him in response to one friend who 
asked him, "Why are you doing this?" 

He answered, "Because it is right." 
Altgeld was a Czech immigrant. He 

knew what America was. A beacon light 
to the world, rather than a cynical nation 
which would subordinate its ideals to 
profit, power, and greed. We, too, are all 
the children or descendants of those who 
came here seeking the same dream. Have 
we forgotten, or will we remember, what 
it is -all about. Will it be a Mammon or 
Altgeld? I know what we must do. The 
question is-Will we do it? 

Mr. ANDERSON of california. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the Vanik 
amendment which would deny the use of 
American tax dollars to subsidize credit 
to those Communist nations which re
strict tbeir citizens from emigrating in 
pursuit of a better life. 

We could ignore this matter of human 
rights. We could turn our backs on the 
Soviet Jews who have been repressed, 
persecuted, deprived of basic rights. and 
prohibited from leaving the country 
without paying a heavy tax. Perhaps this 
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would allow some businesses to make a 
few more dollars; perhaps it would ease 
tensions between the U.S.S.R. and our
selves. 

We could ignore their plight, but I 
think we are better than that. I think 
that we honestly believe in freedom and 
in the principle that none are free until 
all are free. 

I think that we, as a nation, are to
tally committed to policies which help 
peoples in other nations gain their free
dom. 

The Vanik amendment would help this 
cause by encouraging the Russian leaders 
to adopt a less restrictive policy toward 
their Jewish citizens in order to gain 
trade benefits from us. 

This amendment would show the world 
that we are a nation of people still con
cerned with the plight of those who are 
deprived fundamental rights. It will show 
that we not only talk of freedom, but 
that we are also willing to stand up for 
it. It shows that the American people 
care more about people than profits. 

Mr. Chairman, I support this measure 
not out of any desire to challenge the 
Russians, but rather to offer a helping 
hand to the Soviet Jews who need our 
support. 

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, there is 
no question but that the matter of most
favored-nation treatment falls within 
the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Ways and Means. This cannot be said 
of the additional language sought to be 
offered by Mr. VANIK, dealing with Gov
ernment programs of credit, credit guar
antees, and investment guarantees, 
which lie within the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency, 
the Committee on Agriculture with re
spect to certain commodity credits, and 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs with 
respect to certain investment guarantee 
programs. It is a matter of record that 
the acting chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, Mr. ULLMAN, ruled the 
very language which is the subject of the 
Vanik amendment to be nongermane, 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency and out of 
order-and that his ruling was sustained 
by a vote of the committee membership. 

Far more important, from a substan
tive point of view, is that there was vir
tually no testimony taken by the Com
mittee on Ways and Means with respect 
to the effect of the extension or denial 
of Government programs of export cred
it to state trading countries. In fact, the 
committee print, briefing paper No. 8, 
of the Committee on Ways and Means 
indicates that only one public witness 
testified with respect to the right to emi
grate as an amendment to the Trade Re
form Act of 1973. I should point out in 
this connection that the Export-Import 
Bank Act expires on June 30, 1974, that 
the administration has requested new 
authority for the Bank, and hearings be
fore the Subcommittee on International 
Trade of the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, which I chair, will be held on 
this subject early in the next session. 

Mr. Chairman, my friendship and sup
port for Israel are a matter of record 
stretching over a period of more than two 
decades. I have traveled there extensive
ly and I was one of the early voices in 

the Congress to support the intricate 
water distribution system that has so 
dramatically turned vast deserts into 
productive farmlands. Nor have I been 
silent with respect to the historic policy 
of the Soviet Union which has precluded 
its citizens from leaving that country, 
or to the exorbitant fees required as a 
condition of emigration in a great num
ber of instances. 

The fact remains that the Vanik 
amendment may well become the law 
of this land without changing Soviet 
policy one iota. Is it worth the risk of 
pushing the Soviets into a decision to 
cut back on the emigration of Soviet 
Jews to Israel, now at a pace of more 
than 3,000 a month? 

Can we assume that the Soviets are 
so eager for trade with the United States 
and are so dependent on U.S. exports 
and credits that they will acquiesce to 
what they consider to be interference in 
their internal affairs? In my view, Mr. 
Chairman, detente with the Soviet Union 
is in the interests of the United States 
and it is very much in the interests of 
Israel. Prime Minister Meir made this 
abundantly clear during her recent visit 
to this country when she stressed the 
importance to Israel of continued flexi
bility in the relations between the United 
States and the Soviets. Our Secretary 
of State, Dr. Kissinger, has expressed 
similar views and he, too, has warned 
against the counterproductive conse
quences of relying upon the Vanik 
amendment rather than diplomacy to 
bring about changes in internal Soviet 
policy. 

Mr. Chairman, it is for these reasons 
and those which follow that I also will 
support a motion to strike title IV from 
the pending bill. The fact is that, re
gardless of most-favored-nation treat
ment, which the Soviet Union wants, 
trade is going to continue. This point 
is heavily underlined by the report last 
month that trade with Communist na
tions is the big reason why the United 
States stands to show a trade surplus 
in 1973. Obviously, if the terms of trade 
are mutually advantageous, then trade 
will take place. 

The whole concept of most-favored
nation concessions, which has been the 
cornerstone of U.S. trade :policy since the 
early 1930's, has in fact become largely 
outdated. The rules of the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, a body 
which now includes 77 trading nations, 
specify that if a member grants trade 
concessions to another, they must be ex
tended to all members. Thus, MFN has 
become the rule rather than the excep
tion. 

With a new round of GATT negotia
tions now starting in Geneva, it is time 
Congress stopped using the trade bill as 
a political football. The legislation is 
needed to give the United States the 
flexibility it needs to deal realistically 
with other nations. The Soviet trade is
sues can wait. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Chairman, the Vanik 
amendment is one of the most difficult I 
have been faced with. I deplore the emi
gration policies of the Soviet Union which 
have been an extreme hardship on their 
Jewish citizens desiring to emigrate to 
Israel. Just a little less than a year ago 

I spoke by long distance telephone to a 
Jewish intellectual in the Soviet Union 
about conditions there. Hoping that a 
show of support on the part of Congress 
would cause the Soviet Union to liberal
ize its emigration policies, I cosponsored 
the Mills- Vanik bill. This indication of 
support by the Congress I think helped 
the current administration in its effort 
and progress has been made. 

Now the question comes should we ac
tually use economic force. From what I 
have been able to learn this could very 
likely be counterproductive for those we 
want to help. The Arabs are using an eco
nomic club on the United States right 
now. Should we give in and turn our back 
on a nation for whom we at least have 
a moral commitment to assist in its sur
vival-the State of Israel? 

Interfering in the internal affairs of 
a foreign country is dangerous business. 
We cannot have it both ways-we freely 
interfere with others and no one can in
terfere with us. We should also remem
ber there are some Americans who have 
disagreed with the policies of the United 
States and have voluntarily left this 
country. How would we react if a foreign 
country used economic force to persuade 
the United States to open its doors to 
them. Their return is an ethical question 
which we must resolve. I think persuasion 
can help while economic force would be 
harmful. 

So I have come to the conclusion that 
the Congress has now carried this far 
enough and we ought to permit our Sec
retary of State Henry Kissinger to bring 
about additional-changes with the Soviet 
Union through diploma tic channels 
which is the constitutional prerogative of 
the Executive and which has borne fruit 
in this administration. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I have 
for many years been greatly concerned 
about the plight of the Jews in the Soviet 
Union. In 1967 I organized a joint state
ment of protest in the House against the 
Soviet treatment of their Jewish com
munity which was eventually signed by 
306 Members. 

At various times the House has over
whelmingly supported resolutions ex
pressing the revulsion of the Congress 
at the Soviet policies, particularly the 
severe restrictions on emigration which 
are in conflict with the Universal Decla
ration of Human Rights and subsequent 
conventions to which the Soviet Union 
is a signatory. 

During the past year, as a part of its 
policy of detente with the Soviet Union, 
the Nixon administration has proposed 
that existing law denying most-favored
nation status to the Soviet Union and 
other Communist countries be repealed 
and has publicly indicated its interest in 
extending large credits to the Soviet 
Union for the development of the latter's 
industry. A particularly spectacular pro
posal under discussion has been the id-=a 
of extending Export-Import Bank credits 
running into the billions of dollars for 
the development of natural gas resources 
in Siberia in the thought that such nat
ural gas could be liquefied and shipped 
to the United States to help overcome 
this Nat ion's shortage of energy, and 
especially of natural gas. 

In the f ace of these proposals, I joined 
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many Members of the House under the 
leadership of the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. VANIK) in supporting an amend
ment to the trade bill that would deny 
credits and most-favored-nation status 
to the Soviet Union and other totalitar
ian countries until their unreasonable 
resttictions on emigration are removed, 
especially the notorious education tax 
which threatened to make it virtually 
impossible for scientists. engineers, and 
other highly educated people to leave the 
Soviet Union. A similar amendment w.as 
proposed in the other body by Senator 
JACKSON and cosponsored by a l!lll'ge 
majority .of the Senate. 

In its consideration of the trade bill 
now before us, the Committee .on Ways 
and Means adopted the Vanik amend
ment so far as most-favored-nation 
status w.as concerned, but eliminated that 
part of the amendment that dealt with 
the extension of credits. Now the House 
of Representatives has an opportunity 
to reverse that action by the Committee 
on Ways and Means and to adopt the 
Vanik amendment in its original form. 

There are those who argue that this 
action will be counterproductive and that 
it will actually hurt those it is intended 
to help; namely, the thousands of Jews 
who wish to leave the Soviet Union . .But 
this very group has made it abundantly 
clear that they do not agree with this 
judgment and that they very much want 
the Jackson-Vanik amendment adopted. 
That courageous dissident, Andrei Sa.
�k�h�a�r�o�v�~� has expressed the same Yiew. 

It is also claimed that the Soviet 
Union's policy on allowing its citizens to 
leave is a domestic matter which should 
not be involved in questions of foreign 
rade and investment. But it has become 

increasingly clear in recent decades that 
gross violations of human rights -are le
gitimately a matter for international 
ooncem. Without in any way attempting 
to equate the Soviet treatment of the 
Je-ws with the horrors perpetrated by 
Nazi Germany .. it is pertinent to recall 
that at one time there were those who 
argued that the Nazi treatment of the 
Jews was a domestic matter not subject 
to outside interference. 

We have it on the authority of an 
expert such as Dr. Hans Morgenthau 
that, when the Soviet Union wants some
thing, they expect to pay something for 
it. Their .actions with respect to the emi
gration of .Soviet Jews have already 
shown a considerable responsiveness to 
American and world pressures. It is clear 
they want most !avored nation status and 
that they want American credits. I have 
no doubt they will .find a way, without 
losing face, to achieve both of these ob
jectives if this bill is enacted into law 
incorporating the total Jackson-Vanik 
amendment including credits. 

Obviously, none of us wants to see the 
Soviet Union become adamant if the 
Jackson-Vanik amendment is adopted 
and enacted into law. This would pro
duce no benefits for the Jewish com
munity in the Soviet Union and would 
also deprive the Soviet Union itself of 
the benefits of most favored nation status 
and of American credits. I must say, how
ever, that I am less .concerned than I 
would have been a year ago at the pros-

pect of the Un'ited States failing to pro
vide the credits needed for the contem
plated natural -gas development in Si
beria. The Arab .oil boycott has dramati
cally shown us how dangerous it is to be
come dependent for any essential com
modity on not-necessarily-friendly for
eign powers. If we do go ahead with the 
natural gas deal, we must be sure that 
we are guaranteed against any cutoff of 
the flow .of natural gas in the future. 

Similarly, the whole concept of detente 
has lost some of its attractiveness with 
the �S�o�v�i�e�t�s �~� obvious complicity h1 the 
Yom Kippur war and their encourage
ment of the Arab States to withllold 
their oil supplies. 

For all .of these reasons, I support the 
Vanik amendment with enthusiasm. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, 1: -rise in 
support of the amendment proposed by 
the Gentleman from Ohio (Mr. VANIK) 
prohibiting the extension of credits, 
credit guarantees or investment guaran
tees to those countries denying its .citi
zens the right or opportunity to emi
grate. 

Early in the first session, when this 
amendment was first introduced, I joined 
a number of my colleagues in supporting 
the measure. While I fully understand 
the need for seeking new trading oppor
tunities throughout the world, it is even 
more important that we do not com
pr.omise our principles of freedom and 
democracy for monetary gains. 

In reporting this bill, the committee 
wisely saw fit to deny most-favored-na
tion treatment to those countries witb 
restrictive emigration policies. However, 
in supporting this amendment we must 
complete the action taken by the com
mittee. Denial .of most-favored-nation 
status means little if not accompanied by 
a prohibition against credit extension. 

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to 
support the amendment before us clear
ly speaking .out that our Nation �~�o�e�s� not 
condone the denial by any nation of the 
basic right of the freedom to emigrate. 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the Vanik amendment to the 
bill H.R. 10710, the Trade Reform Act. 
While I am in total disagreement with the 
trade provisions .of this bill, and with the 
tactics employed to hold this amendment 
hostage to insure the bill's passage, if it 
does pass, we will at least be able to dem
onstrate to the Soviet Union that their 
continued flagrant disregard of human 
rights will not continue to be tolerated 
by the United States. 

As this bill is presently written, our 
only response to the Soviet Union"s 
archaic and inhumane emigration poli
cies would be to deprive them of most
favored-nation status in international 
trade. This action might serve to incon
venience the Soviet Union more than it 
would actually harm them economically. 
However, by adopting the Vanik amend
ment we would be adding the important 
provision of prohibiting trade credits and 
credit guarantees to the Soviets until 
they abandon their emigration policies. 
The threat alone which the Vanik 
amendment contains may ultimately 
prove to be more effective than its appli
cation in reality, but the overall fact 
remains that this amendment will surely 

hit a lot closer to home economically in 
the Soviet Union. 

There are many of my colleagues who 
argue that the United States should not 
be interfering in the internal affairs of 
another country. However, we are dealing 
With a basic and universal human right 
which is explicitly provided in the U.N. 
Charter, with the U.S.S.R. as a signatory, 
indicating compliance with this provi
sion, namely freedom of emigration. Yet 
for Jews and other minorities living in 
the Soviet Union this right has been 
ruthlessly disregarded. 

If a country wishes to participate fully 
in the community of nations, it must 
meet minimum requirements in its deal
ings with its citizens. One of the most 
basic requirements is the permitting of 
free emigration for those who desire it. 
For years, the Jewish citizens of the So
viet Union have not only been deprived 
of this fundamental human right, but 
have .also been subject to persecution and 
inhumane treatment by the Soviet Union. 
Do we condone these type actions by the 
Soviet Union by granting them major 
trade concessions? I say emphatically no. 

Yet the Vanik amendment deserves 
passage for reasons beyond those per
taining to Soviet emigration �p�o�l�i�c�i�e�s�.�~�

cent examples are the actions of t.dle 
Soviet Union in the Middle East which 
have proven that detente is a policy 
which is far from being realized. Soviet 
actions resulted in a near-confrontation 
between the two superpowers, not seen 
since the Cuban crisis of 1962. 

Further, the Soviet Union was instru
mental in encouraging the Arab oil em
bargo which has plunged this Nation 
into its most serious energy crisis in his
tory. 

These actions should prove to �~� 
Nixon administration that we must be
gin dealing more :firmly with the Soviet 
Union in matters of international trade. 
The Vanik amendment represents an im
portant first step. 

We must also remember that by grant
ing the Soviets trade credits, it will allow 
them to further enhance their arms su
periority over the United States, by pro
moting further development of arms. 

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. G.overnment 
for too long has ignored the serious plight 
of the Jews and other oppressed minori
ties in the Soviet Union. We have been 
led to believe that we were embarking .on 
a new international policy with our for
mer adversary, characterized by cooper
ation instead of confrontation. Yet we 
can never afford to forget that the 
U.S.S.R. is still a Communist country, 
and has not lost its primary purpose, to 
ultimately dominate the world. As a re
sult we should not enter into any mean
ingful agreements with the Soviet Union 
until we receive assurances that they are 
willing to compromise this .objective, and 
as a start begin to respect the rights of 
men to emigrate freely. Adoption of the 
Vanik .amendment today will clearly 
demonstrate to the Soviet Union that the 
freedom of all oppressed minorities in 
their nation will continue as a para
mount prerequisite for international 
trade agreements. It is the responsibility 
of the United States to begin to promote 
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the cause of freedom throughout the by the Commodity Credit Corporation. 
world. Let us begin today. Dr. Bergman stated: 

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Chairman, I have In addition to these actual credits, major 
long been active in the e:fiort to win free- transactions involving the Soviets and Amerl
dom of emigration for citizens in the can firms that have been announced this 
Soviet Union. I have been an early and year envision U.S. Eximbank credits of ap-

f th J k V 'k ..c .. ills proximately $3 billion. These credits too 
loyal sponsor o e ac son- ani -J.u would be made available at a subsidized rate 
bill, which would deny most-favored- of six percent. 
nation trade treatment or extension of 
credits and guarantees to the Soviet 
Union unless the Soviet Union permitted 
freedom of emigration. I submitted testi
mony in favor of this bill to the House 
Ways and Means Committee, and have 
spoken on the subject of freedom of emi
gration on numerous occasions on the 
floor of the House of Representatives. 

Today, I have an opportunity to cast 
my vote in favor of the Vanik amend
ment which will restrict the extension of 
U.S. Government credits and credit guar
antees to countries, including the Soviet 
Union, which deny free emigration. 
Credits and credit guarantees are the 
most valuable trade preferences the 
United States can grant other countries. 
I am hopeful that all of the 289 House 
cosponsors of the original Jackson-Mills
Vanik bill will continue their support 
and join me in supporting the Vanik 
amendment. This amendment will give 
" teeth" to title IV of this bill. The posi
tion of the Soviet Union in recent and 
continuing Middle East crisis is an ex
ample of the serious threat to the con
tinued safety of emigrating Soviet Jews 
exhibited by the Soviet Union. 

Present U.S. Government participa
tion in credits to the Soviet Union, in 
direct Export-Import Bank credits, and 
in Commodity Credit Corporation cred
its amount to well over a billion dollars. 
My long-standing objection is not to 
treating the Soviet Union equally in our 
trade policy. I object to treating the So
viet Union preferentially. Such prefer
ential treatment is unjustifiable in eco
nomic terms. Already the Soviet Union 
has bought American grain at bargain 
prices. The Soviet Union has received 
loans at preferential rates. The Soviet 
Union has consistently refused to comply 
with accepted norms for securing Exim
bank financing and the Soviet Union is 
hoping to receive preferential treatment 
for resource development as well. 

If we are to grant the Soviet Union 
preferential trade treatment, I believe 
that the United States has every good 
reason to insist that political and hu
manitarian considerations be included in 
the granting of MFN, and that we should, 
by supporting this amendment, attempt 
to receive substantial political conces
sions in return for our granting this ad
vantageous trade status. 

Dr. Elihu Bergman, consultant to the 
National Conference on Soviet Jewry and 
assistant director of the Harvard Univer
sity Center for Population Studies, stated 
that as of October 1973 credits and 
credit guarantees from the U.S. Export
Import Bank in the amount of $202.6 
million had been made available to the 
Soviet Union. The credits carried an in
terest rate of 6 percent and grace periods 
before repayment begins of up to 10 years. 
These transactions supplemented the 
$750 million line of credit for the so
called wheat deal made available in 1972 

The loan of money at 6 percent rate 
for Eximbank means that Eximbank in
curs a loss, which represents the subsidy 
paid by the U.S. Treasury, and ulti
mately by the American taxpayer. Be
yond these direct costs, to the taxpayer, 
credits and credit guarantees exert an 
inflationary impact on the American 
economy, according to Dr. Bergman. This 
occurs because in raising the funds, the 
Eximbank competes against other de
mands for funds in the domestic money 
market, thereby increasing the cost of 
domestic credit, and contributing to the 
rise in the domestic price structure. 

In economic terms, the Soviet Union 
has much to gain from us, while we have 
little to gain from them. If we are to 
subsidize Soviet imports-through grant
ing Eximbank credits-and thus Soviet 
economic development, then these subsi
dies must be viewed as a kind of foreign 
aid, and must logically be subject to the 
same political considerations that sur
round our foreign aid determinations. 
The increase in demands of the Soviet 
consumer and the need to modernize se
riously backward segments of the Soviet 
economy, suggest that the Soviet Union 
has a great stake in seeing the fruition of 
Soviet-American technology transfer. 
The stake of Soviet-American trade, as 
perceived by the Soviet Union, gives the 
United States valuable diplomatic, as well 
as economic leverage. This potential 
must be utilized, not only for our own 
benefit, but for the larger benefit of the 
community of nations. 

Freedom of emigration in the Soviet 
Union is not the only basic freedom that 
needs to be guaranteed to the Soviet 
people, but it is the central issue today. 
There is no more basic freedom than the 
right to leave one's country if one so 
chooses-a right consistently and oppres
sively denied the Jewish citizens of the 
Soviet Union. The Jews of the Soviet 
Union have su:fiered enough. We in Con
gress have an opportunity to help by 
casting a vote in favor of the Vanik 
amendment today. 

There is no greater goal before man
kind than the relaxation of world ten
sions and the eventual realization of 
world peace. The developing commercial 
ties between the Soviet Union and the 
United States offer hope for improve
ments in a wide range of relations be
tween our two countries. But we should 
not confuse superficial appearances of 
improved relations for genuine and last
ing accomplishments. In our dealings 
with the Soviet Union, we should not 
deny the moral principles upon which 
our Nation was founded, and we should 
not ignore the basic rights and freedoms 
of all people of the world as enumerated 
in universally accepted international 
declarations and obligations. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this important amendment. 

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
strongly support the e:fiorts to relieve 
the plight of Jews and political dis
senters in the Soviet Union by putting 
Congress on record against special trade 
concessions with Russia unless freedom 
of emigration is granted. I know that I 
speak for thousands of my constituents 
on this point. 

Many of us in Congress have been 
working for months to help change the 
Soviet Union's repressive policies. I am 
particularly proud to have helped orga
nize a bipartisan congressional vigil 
which took place over the past several 
months on the floor of the House in 
support of the Mills- Vanik legislation. 

Title IV of the trade bill presently in
cludes a provision denying most favored 
nation status-special tariff conces
sions-to the Soviet Union until it lifts 
its barriers to emigration. I strongly 
support this provision, and will oppose 
any attempt to strike it from the bill. 

I also intend to support the Vanik 
amendment which will deny special 
trade credits to the Soviet Union until 
freedom of emigration is granted. We 
cannot permit American tax dollars to 
finance trade with the Soviet Union
through special credit arrangements 
such as were used in the grain deal
while the Soviet Union refuses to allow 
Jews and dissenters the basic right to 
emigra,te. 

I know we in the Congress would not 
want to subsidize the denial of the 
fundamental freedom of emigration. 

I am unable, however, to support the 
Trade Reform Act on final passage. 
While I support the concept of free world 
trade, I feel the bill suffers from a num
ber of major defects that pose serious 
problems. 

First, I am deeply troubled by the grant 
to the President of dangerous and broad 
authority to negotiate the removal of 
nontari:fi barriers, subject only to a con
gressional veto within 90 days. This pro
vision allows him to waive U.S. require
ments for consumer protection product 
safety and environmental control in the 
interest of improving trade. With no 
standards cited in the legislation, the 
potential for abuse is enormous, and the 
grant of such power constitutes an un
necessary and unwise abdication of re
sponsibility by Congress. 

Second, the bill totally fails to address 
the enormously complex and difficult 
problem of American-based multina
tional corporations whose growth has 
been fostered by numerous tax loop
holes. We are fooling ourselves and the 
public if we do not include in a compre
hensive trade bill some serious attempt 
to deal with the sweeping powers of these 
multinational corporations over world 
trade and, indeed, world politics. 

Finally, I believe the delegation to 
the President of such broad powers as 
are contained in H.R. 10710 is a danger
ous precedent and an unnecessary 
abandonment of our own congressional 
responsibilities. The role of Congress be
comes all the more important because 
the authority contained in the bill could 
permanently affect the nature of Amer-
ican trade relations for years to come. 

Therefore, I will vote to insure that 
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the Mills-Vanik provisions are in this 
bill. But, I feel constrained to oppose the 
Trade Reform Act of 1973 on final 
passage. 

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port the amendment sponsored by the 
gentleman from Ohio <Mr. VANIK) which 
seeks to prohibit extension of trade 
credits or credit guarantees to any non
market economy country which denies or 
unduly restricts the fundamental human 
right of emigration. In offering his 
amendment, our colleague from Ohio is 
merely attempting to restore the original 
provisions of the so-called Mills- Vanik
Jackson amendment. 

As now written, the committee bill 
prohibits extension of most-favored-na
tion status to countries that deny free
dom of emigration. The credit limitation 
language is not contained. 

It should be no secret that these prohi
bitions are primarily aimed at achieving 
a relaxation or alteration in Soviet emi
gration policy. There is no need to de
scribe in detail the many official and 
nonofficial barriers a Soviet citizen en
counters if he wishes to exercise his fun· 
damental human right to emigrate. Ev· 
eryone is aware of the education taxes, 
excessive document and visa fees, and so 
forth, which have been used to restrict 
the the freedom of Soviet citizens. 

In other words, Mr. Chairman, my 
vote in favor of the Mills-Vanik amend· 
mentis essentially a humanitarian vote 
in support of basic human rights. It puts 
the U.S. Congress on record in favor of 
freedom to emigrate to the country of 
a person's choice. 

However, if this expression of humani
tarian concern is to be more than illu
sory, we must support the amendment 
now before the House. The prohibition 
against conferral of most-favored-nation 
status to countries which deny freedom 
of emigration while allowing extension of 
credits and credit guarantees to the same 
countries makes the freedom of emigra
tion section an illusory promise, a mere 
rendering of lipservice to the principle 
of free emigration. 

The credit provisions are much more 
important to the Soviet Union than the 
granting of most-favored-nation status. 
The Soviets are much more interested in 
obtaining credit financing for industrial 
development than in obtaining MFN 
status for its exports. The truth of the 
matter is that at this time the Soviets 
do not have too much of a u.s. market 
for their exports. In other words, in order 
to be an effective tool of international 
diplomacy, the Mills-Vanik-Jackson 
amendment must include a prohibition 
on extension of credits. If this body 
wishes to make a firm commitment to 
freedom of emigration, it will support 
the amendent now before us. 

Moreover, there is another, and per
haps more compelling reason to support 
the Vanik amendment. In view of today's 
international situation, it is questionable 
whether the United States should guar
antee or extend any credits to the Soviet 
Union. We must remember that these 
credits, American money, will be used to 
fuel the Russian state economy and its 
industrial development. They will enable 
the Soviet Union to continu(.. and expand 

its high expenditures for defense and its 
investment in military hardware. Re
member, in a nonmarket economy, there 
is no differentiation between the private 
and public sectors. When we give money 
to the Soviets for economic development 
we are giving money to the Soviet Gov
ernment. Extension of trade credits to 
Russia is actually a disguised or type of 
"back door" foreign aid. In principle, I 
have been consistently opposed to foreign 
aid. My opposition hardens, however, 
when the foreign aid is given to a coun
try which, despite detente, remains our 
principal international adversary. 

Why should we spend upwards of $80 
billion annually for defense against the 
Soviet threat, and then turn around and 
provide American money to fuel the Rus
sian military-industrial complex? In my 
mind, there appears to be an inconsist
ency involved here. The potential ex
penditures involved for our Government 
are not limited to extensions of credit. 
Think of this. What if we are forced to 
increase our own defense budget to off
set the increased strength of the Soviet 
military-industrial complex resulting 
from the infusion of American capital? 

I have respect for this administration's 
achievements in the field of foreign po
licy. Its promotion of detente is to be 
commended. However, events of most re
cent date should remind us that detente 
is still only a hope, and not much reality. 
Indeed, consideration of the very bill 
now before us has been at least twice 
delayed, at the administration's request, 
because of Soviet adventures in the Mid
dle East. Who can forget that it was Rus
sian arms and support which allowed the 
Arabs to initiate hostilities against Israel 
just 2 months ago? Who can overlook the 
fact that the U.S.S.R. is presently sup
porting the Arab oil boycott which has 
crippled our allies in Europe and aggra
vated our own energy crisis at home? 

Detente is something for v:hich we all 
hope and pray. Yet it is a long way from 
reality. Therefore, I submit that we 
should not permit American money in 
the form of credits to promote Russian 
economic advancement. We should not 
subsidize the Soviet military machine. 
We should adopt the amendment of the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of this amendment, which would 
deny most-favored-nation status and the 
extension of credit to the Soviet Union 
and other nations which deny the basic 
right of emigration to some of their citi
zens. I was an original cosponsor of 
Mills-Vanik and am glad to have the 
opportunity to support it today. 

We are at the beginning of a cautious 
detente with the other great powers; 
trade and travel restrictions are grad
ually being relaxed; American cultural 
and professional groups are traveling to 
the four corners of the world. 

This is tremendously encouraging. It 
leads us to hope that one day the entire 
world will be free of artificial barriers, 
since all human beings share the same 
small planet. 

To reach this point, it is essential that 
we in the United States indicate what 
are the standards Of human freedom. 
Different countries may be expected to 

hold different values, and I respect them, 
but some universal human rights must 
not be abridged. These are the freedom 
to choose one's place of residence and the 
freedom to observe one's own religious 
and cultural practices, for example. The 
United Nations Declaration of Human 
Rights, which just this week marked its 
25th anniversary, has stood firm on these 
points. 

Yet these rights are being denied to 
Soviet Jews who are now subject to exit 
fees, the amount depending on the ex
tent of their education and the country 
to which they wish to go. Sometimes, as 
in the case of highly trained scientists, 
the amount may run into thousands of 
dollars. 

Under these circumstances, the 
amendment before us and title IV of this 
act is the correct response. 

I look forward to the time when all 
countries will have a free emigration pol
icy so we may proceed with a freer trade 
policy. 

There should be no price tag on human 
rights. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Ohio <Mr. VANIK). 

The question was taken. 
RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Chairman, I de
mand a recorded vote. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. The Chair did not rule on the 
vote, on the ayes and noes on the voice 
vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
that the Chair did not rule on the voice 
vote. When the gentleman from Missouri 
rose he requested a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were--ayes 319, noes 80 
not voting 33, as follows: ' 

Abzug 
Adams 
Add.abbo 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Anderson, lll. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Bafalis 
Baker 
Barrett 
Bauman 
Beard 
Bell 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Bingham 
Blackburn 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Brademas 
Brasco 
Breaux 
Breckinridge 
Brinkley 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brotzxnan 
Brown, Calif. 
Brown, Mich. 
Broyhill, N .C. 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 

[Roll No. 643] 
AYES-319 

Burgener 
Burke, Fla. 
Burke, Mass. 
Burton 
Byron 
Carney, Ohio 
Casey, Tex. 
Cederberg 
Chappell 
Clancy 
Clark 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 
Clay 
Oleveland 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Collins, Til. 
Collins, Tex. 
Conlan 
Conte 
Conyers 
Corman 
Cotter 
Coughlin 
Crane 
Cronin 
Culver 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, Robert 

w.,Jr. 
Daniels, 

DominickV. 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, S.C. 
de la Garza 
Delaney 
Dellums 
Denholm. 
Dent 

Derwinski 
Dickinson 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Dorn 
Downing 
Drinan 
Dulski 
Duncan 
duPont 
Eckhardt 
Edwards, Ala. 
Edwards, Calif. 
Eilberg 
Esch 
Eshleman 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fascell 
Flood 
Flowers 
Foley 
Ford, 

William D. 
Forsythe 
Fountain 
Fraser 
Frenzel 
Frey 
Froehlich 
Fulton 
Fuqua 
Gaydos 
Gettys 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Gilm.an 
Ginn 
Goldwater 
Gonzalez 
Grasso 
Green,Pa. 
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Griffiths Metcalfe 
Grover Mezvinsky 
Gude Milford 
Gunter Miller 
Guyer M inish 
Haley Mink 
Hanley Mitchell, Md. 
Hanrahan Mitchell, N.Y. 
Harrington Mizell 
EWxvey Moakley 
Hastings Mollohan 
Hawkins M ontgomery 
Hays Moorhead, Pa. 
Hechler, W.Va. Morgan 
Heckler, Mass. Moss 
Helstoski Murphy, m. 
Henderson Murphy, N.Y. 
Hicks Natcher 
Hillis N edzi 
Hinshaw Nichols 
Hogan Nix 
Holifield O'Brien 
Holt O'Neill 
Holtzman Owens 
Horton Parris 
Howard Patten 
Huber Pepper 
Hudnut Perkins 
Hungate Pettis 
Hutchinson Peyser 
Ichord Pike 
Johnson, Calif. Podell 
Johnson, Pa. Powell, Ohio 
Jones, Ala. Price, Dl. 
Jones, N.C. Pritchard 
Jones, Okla. Quillen 
Jones, Tenn. Randall 
Jordan Rangel 
Karth Rarick 
Kazen Rees 
Keating Regula 
Kemp Reid 
King Reuss 
Kluczynski Riegle 
Koch Ri naldo 
Kuykendall Roberts 
Kyros Robinson, Va. 
Landgrebe Robison, N.Y. 
Latta Rodino 
Leggett Roe 
Lehman Rogers 
Lent Roncalio, Wyo. 
Long, La. Roncallo. N.Y. 
Long, Md. Rooney, Pa. 
Lott Rose 
Lujan Rosenthal 
McCloskey Rostenkowskl 
McCormack Roush 
McDade Rousselot 
McKay Roy 
McKinney Roybal 
McSpadden Runnels 
Madden Ryan 
Madigan St Germain 
Maraziti Sandman 
Martin, N.C. Sarasin 
Mathias, Calif. Sarbanes 
Mathis, Ga. Satterfield 
Matsunaga Scherle 

Andrews, 
N.Dak. 

Arends 
Armstrong 
Ashley 
Bowen 
Bray 
Brown, Ohio 
Burleson, Tex. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Camp 
Carter 
Chamberlain 
Colller 
Conable 
Davis, Wis. 
Dell en back 
Dennis 
Devine 
Evans, Colo. 
Findley 
Flynt 
Frelinghuysen 
Goodling 
Green, Oreg. 
Gross 
Gubser 
Hamilton 

NOEs--80 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Hanna 
Hansen, Idaho 
Harsha 
Hosmer 
Jarman 
Johnson, Colo. 
Kastenmeier 
Ketchum 
Landrum 
Litton 
McClory 
McCollister 
McEwen 
McFall 
Mahon 
Mailliard 
M allary 
Martin, Nebr. 
Mayne 
Mazzoli 
Meeds 
Melcher 
Mosher 
Myers 
Nelsen 
Obey 
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Schroeder 
Seiberling 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Shuster 
Sikes 
Sisk 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, N.Y. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Stanton, 

James V. 
Stark 
Steed 
Steele 
Steelman 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Stratton 
Stubblefield 
Stuckey 
Studds 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Symms 
Talcott 
Taylor, Mo. 
Taylor, N.C. 
Teague, Calif. 
Teague, Tex. 
Tiernan 
Towell, Nev. 
Treen 
Udall 
Van Deerlin 
Vanik 
Waggonner 
Waldie 
Wampler 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Widnall 
Williams 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles H., 
Calif. 

Wilson, 
Charles, Tex. 

Winn 
Wolff 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Wyman 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Ga. 
Young,ru. 
Young, S.C. 
Young, Tex. 
Zion 

O'Hara 
Passman 
Pickle 
Poage 
Preyer 
Price, Tex. 
Quie 
Railsback 
Rhodes 
Ruppe 
Ruth 
Schneebeli 
Sebelius 
Skubitz 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Thomson, Wis. 
Thone 
Ullman 
VanderJagt 
Vigorito 
Whalen 
Wiggins 
Wright 
Zablocki 
zwach 

Gray M11ls, Ark. 
Hansen, Wash. Minshall, Ohio 
H ebert Moorhead, 
Heinz Calif. 
Hunt Patman 
Macdonald Rooney, N.Y. 
Mann Shoup 
Michel Stokes 

Thompson, N.J. 
Thornton 
Veysey 
Walsh 
Ware 
Wyatt 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Chair

man, it is with difficulty that I vote 
against the pending trade bill. The Com
mittee on Ways and Means worked dil
ligently on this complex issue. However, 
the failure of the bill to contain provi
sions encouraging and developing appro
priate international mechanisms to de
sign a position of solidarity for the oil
consuming nations, has contributed to 
the sorry energy state-an energy short
age for the United States that I have 
been warning against for several years. 

The report on H.R. 10710, on page 36, 
paragraph 2, contains language the com
mittee accepted at my urging. The aware
ness of the problem is clear, but was not 
translated into statutory language. I do 
take some comfort from the fact that the 
committee plans to return to this im
portant problem of establishing a rational 
and equitable allocation of imported 
energy resources." 

During discussion in committee, I have 
been urging that our trading partners, 
the EEC, Japan, and others, should dis
cuss formally and work together to de
velop this consolidated oil-importing and 
allocation policy. This was not adopted, 
and unless changes are made in this bill 
and in our trading partners' attitudes, we 
will all be going to the oil bargaining 
table with our hat in one hand and an 
empty oil can in the other. Recent evi
dence of EEC intransigence is their final 
list of tariff concessions to be offered as 
compensation for certain ill-effects of 
enlarging the Common Market. 

All our trading partners who import 
oil heavily have gone singly to the oil
producing nations, pleading with the-
OPEC-for special terms-terms clearly 
at the expense of each other's best po
litical and ethical interests-and cer
tainly against those of the United States. 
Certainly, realization that this world 
energy crisis will gradually, but inevit
ably, affect everyone, is our No. 1 educa
tional priority in upcoming trade discus
sions and conferences. 

An amendment I proposed to the 
trade bill while in committee would have 
required establishment of the adminis
trative and negotiating mechanisms 
necessary to cope with the expected 5-
year world shortage of fossil fuels, par
ticularly oil and gasoline. It would have 
established within OECD and GATT 
rules for negotiating for these necessary 
energy commodities. It could have re
sulted in a reasonable and, indeed, prov
ident common position of solidarity that 
we and our trading partners must take 
with the OPEC, if we are to avoid an 
inevitable escalation of oil blackmail
blackmail surely turning ours from an 
age of geopolitics, to an age of geo-

mind. During hearings before that com
mittee, it is my hope to testify, and re
mind them that the trade bill remains 
the sole, most likely vehicle for consoli
dating a common bargaining position 
with which to face the oil-producing na
tions of the world. We face a world 
shortage of energy. We must not let the 
failure of NATO to provide solidarity for 
our resupplying an attacked Israel, be 
the pattern for absolutely necessary eco
nomic solidarity. 

As a member of the Ways and Means 
Committee's Task Force on Energy, I 
shall work strenuously to develop legis
lation that possibily can be added to the 
trade bill in the near future. Surely, the 
timing and urgency of such a move are 
mandatory. Such improvements in this 
legislation will provide the means of es
tablishing international instrumentali
ties and negotiating mechanisms to fa
cilitate a common oil-consumer position. 

The trade bill before us, curiously, has 
about the same duration-5 years-as the 
projected severe world shortage of fossil 
fuels and energy. During this time, we, 
in the United States, must work to see 
that our research efforts are heightened 
to the point where our technological and 
scientific leadership reassert themselves, 
and the world again beats a path to our 
doors to share in the new energy wealth 
we shall unleash through oil shale de
velopment, coal-gasification, nuclear, 
solar and geothermal energy. 

At this time, there is an injurious trend 
which will affect all consumers, because 
of the oil embargo. Not until key con
sumer nations join together will we bring 
this "catch-as catch-can" and "grab
box" for oil procurement to an end. 
Then only will the blackmail actions of 
the oil-producing nations cease against 
the people of this and other democratic 
nations. 

Quite frankly, it would be preferable 
if we could place the necessary discre
tion and confidence in the President-
discretion to devise the needed interna
tional systems and our role in them, and 
confidence that he would instill needed 
trust and amity in our fellow oil-con
sumers. However, this administration's 
track record on energy bas been dismal 
-unparalleled. This administration has 
failed to meet long-predicted energy and 
fuel deficiencies across the United 
States-knowing that. the warnings we 
have had in the past several years could 
only be harbingers of more severe energy 
shortages in the future. 

I also hesitate to entrust this kind of 
mandate to a President who is so clearly 
politically allied with those who would 
seem to be involved in oil profiteering. I 
simply cannot condone or approve of 
either these failures to address the Na
tion's energy problems swiftly and effi
ciently, or expect the President to move 
strongly to require necessary pricing and 
supply responsibility and responsible
�n�~� �~� the �~�r�l� �~� the �m�~�M� �~� 
oligopoly. 

NOT VOTING-33 economics. 

I am not and have never been a pro
tectionist. I have always favored fair, 
reciprocal trade. Yet the present bill does 
not go quite far enough to insure that 
we are not trading in the jobs of Amer
ican· workers. Commodities and manu
factures are proper media for trade; 

Abdnor 
Asp in 
Badillo 
Burke, Calif. 

Butler 
Carey, N.Y. 
Chisholm 
Danielson 

Donohue 
Erlenborn 
Fish 
Fisher 

I hope that the Senate Finance Com
mittee, when and if the bill is discussed 
by them, will keep what I have said in 
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the livelihood and security of American 
citizens are not. 

I also feel that our approach to both 
an increased liberalization of trade and 
the exportation of our technology and 
managerial know-how must be deliberate 
and hard-headed. We must continue to 
maintain basic and security-related in
dustries in a healthy condition. We must 
continue to be secure from overdepen
dence for certain strategic raw materials 
and for vital manufactured and proc
essed items. We cannot afford to widen 
the areas of possible international com
mercial blackmail-blackmail where eco
nomic strangulation becomes a new ver
sion of Clausewitz' theory of the exten
sion of politics to the ultimate. 

Exports of further technology, plus 
long-term credit financing of �~�h�e�s�e� and 
other exports to the Soviet Union, China, 
and other controlled economies and so
cieties, must be very carefully measured 
and monitored. Aside from the question 
of freedom of emigration for Soviet 
Jewry and other citizens of these na
tions, we must address honestly the ques
tion of exporting trade potential and 
jobs to nations where the worker is not 
only a servant, but a serf of the stab. 
They have no control over their time, 
their labor, or their liberty. 

It is f...>r these reasons, Mr. Chairman, 
that I reluctantly vote against the pend
ing bill, and again declare my intention 
to present my thinking directly to the 
Senate Finance Committee, when hear
ings begin before that panel. 

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, although 
I voted earlier to approve the Mills
Vanik amendments to deny most-fa
vored-nation status and the extension of 
credit to the Soviet Union and other na
tions which deny the basic right of emi
gration to some of their citizens, I am 
voting against the trade bill as a whole. It 
has been aptly said by AFL-CIO Pres
ident George Meany that "this bill is 
worse than no bill at all." 

In opposing this legislation, I do not 
repudiate my belief that wherever feas
ible, the lowering of trade barriers and 
the pursuit of detente is a necessary part 
of a sound domestic economy, a healthy 
world economy and peace among na
tions. High tariff and nontariff barriers 
will eventually cost us more jobs and 
more economic dislocation than they will 
save or prevent in the immediate pres
ent. But this administration-sponsored 
bill is not what is needed to improve our 
domestic economy or to protect the liv
ing standards of millions of American 
working families and small businesses. 

Most assuredly all sectors of our econ
omy are going to face new challenges in 
the late seventies and eighties. The 
American workforce, our most valuable 
resource, will have to renew itself and 
accommodate to a changing world econ
omy. The Congress cannot continue to 
pursue its manpower policy through sim
ple assurances that those displaced by 
some economic force will be taken care 
of. We know for a fact that "adjustment 
assistance" for workers is a proven fail
ure at meeting the damage to firms and 
workers and unemployment assistance is 
of little value to the chronic unemployed, 

the underemployed, and the part-time 
worker. 

We urgently need to shape new man
power policies that at least reflect our 
business policy. The glaring lack of any 
cont1·ols over multinational corporations 
in this bill points out our inability or 
unwillingness to come to grips with the 
question of developing and blending a 
manpower and business policy. 

Particularly at a time when the Nixon 
administration's mismanaged energy 
crisis is already causing mass layoffs in 
some industries and threatens to demand 
inordinate economic sacrifices on the 
part of working people and the millions 
dependent on wages or small business in
come, this bill offers no hope of help to 
workers in key industries whose jobs 
and security are being ruthlessly taken 
away from them by the huge multina
tional corporations that increasingly 
dominate our economy. 

I have previously submitted detailed 
evidence showing how these giant cor
porations go wherever the profits are the 
greatest, setting up manufacturing and 
processing plants in low wage countries, 
with no concern for the plight of Ameri
can workers left stranded or thrown out 
of work after years of employment in a 
company or industry. 

I have introduced H.R. 241, the For
eign Investment and Multinational Cor
poration Control Act, which would end 
the administration's policy of favoritism 
and protection for these American-based, 
worldwide firms. My bill provides for in
creased taxation of the multinationals. 
It also provides for records to be kept by 
every U.S. shareholder in foreign cor
porations. It repeals the foreign tax 
credit allowed to corporations, and re
stricts the transfer of American capital 
and jobs to foreign nations. The unregu
lated power of these corporations is a 
major source of our current trade prob
lems. 

We have been told that the issue of the 
multinational corporations will be dealt 
with as part of a general reform of the 
tax code. But if we accept this promise 
as a substitute for legislation, we are ab
dicating our responsibility on this issue. 
We cannot vote on a promise. We must 
vote on the merits of the legislation be
fore us. 

My other basic reason for opposing 
this bill is that once again it extends vir
tually unlimited power to the President. 
f\fter the revelations of this past year, is 
It reasonable to expect us to hand over 
such enormous power to this President, 
or indeed to any President? Certainly 
Mr. Nixon's track record of doing what 
is good for big business and ignoring the 
needs of millions of ordinary Americans 
gives us no cause for confidence that he 
will develop a trade policy beneficial to 
the majority of our people. 

This bill fails to set any policy or pro
vide congressional guidance for the Na
tion's trade policy. I recognize the need 
to provide our negotiators with sufficient 
flexibility to conduct trade negotiations, 
and I certainly am not proposing con-
gressional negotiations. But we need not 
surrender all our prerogatives in order to 
allow the executive branch to conduct 
trade negotiations. 

Under this legislation there is no as
surance that the President will favor 
lowered trade barriers. Under this legis
lation, he may raise tariffs and maintain 
present levels of import quotas and other 
nontarifi barriers. In fact, we have no 
way of knowing what he will do. Giving 
the President a blank check is no substi
tute for the constitutionally mandated 
congressional role. This bill is simply too 
vague on a number of important ques
tions, not the least of which is the defi
nition of nontariff barriers. This defini
tion must be part of any congressional 
mandate to the President. 

Although trade reform is essential if 
the United States is to have a meaning
ful role in current trade negotiations, 
this bill is not the way to bring pro
gressive change. 

The spectacular economic competition 
presented by Japan and other nations, 
the exploitation of cheap foreign labor, 
the flight of American capital abroad, 
and the increasing transformation of 
the American economy from manufac
turing to service in nature have created 
a vulnerability in the American economy 
which makes necessary a rethinking of 
what constitutes a free trade position. 
The normal position taken by free trad
ers may no longer be viable in the face 
of these changed conditions. I am not 
agreeing that restrictive quotas are the 
answer, but the attempt to construct a 
sound trade policy must take into ac
count the changes in the world and do
mestic economy and the needs of Amer
ican working people, small business, and 
middle-income American business. 

The administration continues to take 
half-hearted measures to deal with the 
energy crisis, gives higher prices to oil 
producers and auto manufacturers, and 
threatens higher taxes which would con
stitute a new attack on the sagging liv
ing standards of America's working 
people. Predictions of a major reces
sion in 1974 and a steeply rising unem
ployment rate are coming from widely 
respected economists. We must consider 
what is best for the American people, 
and we cannot leave that decision to 
the President. 

I agree with the advocates of this bill 
that drastic trade reform is needed to 
help us in the coming round of nego
tiations. I cannot, however, vote for this 
vague and poorly conceived bill. It 
should be sent back to committee to be 
revised, and we should reconsider it at 
the earliest possible date. 

AMENDME.NT OFFERED BY MR. CONABLE 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will in
quire of the gentleman, is the amend
ment made in order under the rule? 

Mr. CONABLE. It is, Mr. Chairman. 
It is an amendment to strike title IV 
of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CoNABLE: Page 

129, strike out line 8 and all that :follows 
thereafter down through line 13 on page 
137. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment strikes title IV. The Jack-
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son-Vanik amendment is now com
pletely enshrined in this bill. I have al
ready expressed the opinion that it is 
mischievous and probably counterpro
ductive. The issue now arises as to what 
is the best thing to do if you believe 
that we should try to work something 
out on other than a confrontation basis 
with the Russians. 

I believe under the circumstances the 
best course would be to leave the law as 
it is and hope something can be worked 
out later. 

One of the reasons I am moving to 
strike title IV and urge support of the 
amendment is because it would return 
the law to its present status and consti
tute a prohibition on negotiations with 
the Russians regardless of whether or 
not the emigration tax as a device was 
abandoned. 

I would like to say to my conservative 
friends on this issue that the emigra
tion tax is only one way of controlling 
emigration. Suppose the Russians swal
low their pride and give up the emigra
tion tax, thus meeting the conditions 
precedent of the Jackson-Vanik amend
ment. 

If you do not believe in negotiation 
with the Russians, you are on record as 
favoring the granting of the nondiscrim
inatory tariff and credit arrangements 
to the Russians assuming they get the 
emigration tax device out of the way. 
You leave the issue up to the Russians, 
rather than retaining control of the 
issue here. 

To those who are anxious to avoid con
frontation, we have a procedural condi
tion which I think requires some atten
tion, also. As you may know, at least 83 
Members of the other body have cospon
sored the Jackson-Vanik amendment. It 
is entirely probable they will also seek 
to attach this to any trade bill that 
passes through the other body. There 
will be nothing to negotiate about in con
ference if the Jackson-Vanik amendment 
is adopted in the same wording and in 
the same substance as we have adopted it 
during the past few minutes in this 
House. 

If, however, we strike out title IV, there 
is something to negotiate, and all of the 
Members of this Chamber will be able to 
have some further input into the process. 
We will not be dependent entirely on 
what the Russians decide to do with re
spect to the emigration tax as a condition 
precedent to nondiscriminatory tariff and 
credit treatment in the future. To those 
who want to work something out so that 
trade is a possibility, striking title IV of
fers a chance, but only a chance, for more 
leeway in conference. If both bodies en
act Jackson-Vanik in the same wording, 
it very, very much reduces the option to 
work out progress in the commercial 
field. 

It also, I believe, places the whole thing 
in the hands of the other body and leaves 
the conferees without any opportunity to 
try to work something out. 

Mr. HANNA. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CONABLE. I yield to the gentle

man. 
Mr. HANNA. I want to support the 

gentleman. 
One of the reasons why I have been 

against the rule is I foresaw exactly this 
kind of a situation coming out on this 
t>articular issue in this bill. I suggest we 
are trying to use in this amendment the 
power of our trade agreements when we 
do not yet have any trade to speak of. 
It would seem to me this is trying again 
to utilize leverage that does not exist. 

I also say that it comes at a time when 
it would have the worst possible effect on 
what is the very tenuous relationship 
with Russia. I would hope that we can 
delete this. I know what the Senator is 
trying to do; he is trying to test what 
detente is all about. But this is no way 
to accomplish what the Senator seeks to 
accomplish. I hope this amendment will 
carry, and we will not put this burden on 
this bill. 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. :W...r. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONABLE. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I 
also wish to voice strong support for the 
adoption of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
CoNABLE). The adoption of the Vanik 
amendment is counterproductive, and I 
think it will be a great interruption to 
any normal resumption of our relations 
with the USSR and the People's Republic 
of China, both on a political and on an 
economic basis. 

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his statement, and I 
urge the adoption of the amendment 
striking title IV. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Title IV authorizing the President to 
extend nondiscriminatory treatment to 
certain Communist countries was re
quested by the President when he trans
mitted the proposed Trade Reform Act 
of 1973 to the Congress. Officials of the 
administration testified in favor of this 
title. Administration officials worked 
with the committee in mark-up session 
in rewriting and perfecting this title in
to responsible legislation. 

As reported, this title establishes con
gressional guidelines for handling our 
tariff and trade relations with state trad
ing nations, most of which do not par
ticipate in international organizations of 
trade cooperation such as the GATT. 
Title IV provides congressional guidance 
to the President that is needed unless 
Congress is to continue to have no say 
in these matters. 

As I indicated previously, the adminis
tration had to be aware that the issue 
of the extension of nondiscriminatory 
treatment to the Soviet Union had to 
be linked to the issue of freedom of emi
gration by the introduction of the Mills
Vanik amendment on freedom of emi
gration and East-West trade and spon
sored by over 280 Members of this House. 

I would add that the President's letter 
to the �~�p�e�a�k�e�r� of last week is the first 
and only formal request this House has 
received to drop title IV from the bill. 

It is requested that we delay action 
on these provisions in order that they 
can be taken up at a later date. We have 
already granted far too much accom
modation to the administration in sched
uling this legislation. Let us move for-

ward with this provision and if the basic 
conditions surrounding the issues of title 
IV change, let the President propose 
amendments to these provisions as they 
appear desirable at the time. 

It has been said that the President 
proposes and the Congress disposes. I 
think that is appropriate guidance in this 
instance, and I urge Member> to defeat 
the amendment deleting title IV from 
this bill. 

Mr. V ANIK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this time. 

The amendment offered by the gentle
�m�~�n� from New York to strike this title 
would, I suggest, negate the action taken 
by the House a moment ago on the 
amendment that was before the House. 
If this action is taken, if the amendment 
is agreed to, it would permit an 
unrestricted flow of trade to the Soviet 
Union or anyone else without regard to 
freedom of immigration or any other 
is.sue. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge the defeat of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. CONABLE). 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to ask the gentleman from Oregon 
a question. As I understand the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
New York <Mr. CoNABLE) it would allow 
present law to remain in effect which 
denies most-favored-nations treatment 
to Communist countries; is that correct? 

Mr. ULLMAN. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York <Mr. 
CONABLE). 

Title IV as presently amended will sub
stantially weaken the Trade Reform Act. 
lt will endanger our improved relation
ship with the Soviet Union which is so 
important for the preservation of world 
peace. The policy of detente has already 
achieved very tangible results for our 
country and for the free world. Should we 
now run the risk of jeopardizing it by 
inserting into a trade bill the gratuitous 
discriminations against the Soviet Union 
which are contained in title IV? 

I believe the purpose of a good trade 
bill should be to liberalize and increase 
opportunities for trade with all countries, 
and that certainly should include trade 
between the two superpowers. A trade 
brl should not be used as a lever for ex-
erting pressure on matters entirely un
related to trade against a trading partner 
of great potential. I say we are playing a 
dangerous game if we assume the Russian 
bear will not strike back at this crude 
attempt to dictate the internal policies of 
a sovereign nation. 

I fervently share the hope that the 
Soviet Union will extend greater free-
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dom to all its citizens, and will liberalize 
its emigration policy, especially as it 
affects Soviet Jews. But these worthy 
objectives should be. pursued through 
legitimate diplomatic negotiations rather 
than through the discriminatory lan
guage now contained in title IV as 
amended. I fear that those who hope to 
bludgeon the Russians into acquiescence 
through this maneuver may well find 
they have produced an opposite and 
counterproductive result. 

Title IV originated from a U.S. com
mitment to the Soviet Union made as 
part of the trade agreement signed by 
the two countries on October 18, 1972. In 
that agreement, the Nixon administra
tion pledged to seek legislation extending 
most-favored-nation status to the Soviet 
Union, and the Russians agreed to settle 
U.S. claims against them for lend-lease 
aid during World War II. The Soviets 
agreed to pay $772 million in install
ments, and it has already raid the first 
two installments. Its next installment 
due July 1, 1974, and subsequent install
ments in settlement of these claims were 
to be subject to the U.S.S.R.'s attaining 
most-favored-nation status. 

Title IV of the present bill would au
thorize the President to extend the appli
cation of most-favored-nation tariff 
treatment to the products of countries 
not now eligible, subject to veto by either 
the House or Senate within 90 days, for 
a period of 3 years at a time. From 1923 
to 1951, the United States extended most
favored-nation status on a reciprocal ba
sis to all other countries, without 
strings-Soviet Russia enjoyed this sta
tus from 1933 on. In 1951, the Trade 
Agreements Act of 1951 denied most-fa
vored-nation to nations dominated by 
communism, but later most-favored-na
tions was again extended to Yugoslavia 
and Poland, the only Communist coun
tries currently enjoying that status. 

But the House Ways and Means Com
mittee amended title IV, tying extension 
of most-favored-nation status to any pre
viously ineligible country-in other 
words, all the Communist countries ex
cept Poland and Yugoslavia-to the Pres
ident's determining and reporting to 
Congress every 6 months that the par
ticular country did not deny its own citi
zens the right or opportunity to emi
grate, did not impose more than a nomi
nal tax on emigration or on documents 
required for emigration, and did not im
pose more than nominal taxes, fines, or 
other charges on its citizens in conse
quence of their desire to emigrate to an
other country. 

It might well be asked whether the 
many non-Communist countries whose 
exports have most-favored-nation status 
might not have difficulty meeting the 
standards that the committee proposes 
for the U.S.S.R. and other nonmarket 
countries. The committee's restrictions 
on providing most-favored-nation status 
to the U.S.S.R. certainly would appear to 
breech the administration's October 18, 
1972, agreement with the Soviet Union, 
would give it an excuse for discontinuing 
its installments to settle the lend-lease 
claims. and would erode rather than 
strengthen detente. However, the leaders 
of U.S.S.R. might be inclined to ignore 
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the slight, in the interest of increasing 
East-West trade; inasmuch as imme
diate granting of most-favored-nation 
would affect the price of very few Soviet 
goods now sold in the United States. 

Far more serious and dangerous to fu
ture international trade and relations is 
the Vanik amendment would prohibit 
title IV. This amendment would prohibit 
credits for trade with a Communis· coun
try ·1nless it has been determined that 
the nation does not restrict emigration 
of its citizens. Denial of access to Ex
port-Import Bank and CCC credits and 
loan guarantees would greatly imperil 
both political and economic relations be
tween the Soviet Union and the United 
States. The U.S.S.R. needs credits and 
loan guarantees for large trade t!'ansac
tions with any country, including the 
United States. The effeGt of the Vanik 
amendment to title IV is to deny future 
trade with U.S.S.R., the People's Repub
lic of C!lina, and the other Communist 
bloc nations. 

Detente did not create repression 
within the U.S.S.R.-rather the admin
istration's pressures through diplomatic 
channels and otherwise under the detente 
prompted the Soviet Government to sus
pend its head taxes on emigration of 
many Soviet Jews, to permit emigration 
of certain hardship cases, and to allow 
an unprecedented emigration of 30,001 
Soviet Jews a year. More have been al
lowed to emigrate from the Soviet Union 
in the last two years than in all the previ
ous 40 years together. Far more has been 
accomplished by quiet diplomacy than 
could ever be accomplished by placing 
unprecedented conditions upon granting 
of most-favored-nation or than could be 
accomplished by restricting the credits 
essential to expanding trade. The Vanik 
amendment is impractical, and its adop
tion makes it imperative that title IV as 
amended be deleted from the bill. 

Domestic repression is deplorable, but 
this bill is not an appropriate vehicle for 
.attempting to change the situation. The 
benefits which detente and the normali
zation of commercial relations offer for 
the majority of the world's citizens and 
in the long run for those suffering under 
totalitarian regimes far outweigh any 
immediate disadvantages of the arrange
ment. Even in the short run, the restric
tions contained in title IV as amended 
could well increase rather than lessen 
the difficulties of the Soviet Jews and 
other oppressed minorities. 

An escalation of East-West tension 
over emigration policies will likely spur 
Soviet resentment and heighten domestic 
repression, perhaps with reimposition of 
the head taxes on emigrants, rather than 
cause relaxation in discrimination. In 
the past, detente has contributed to 
liberalization within governmental struc
tures in Eastern European countries, and 
we have every reason to believe that the 
same result may obtain in the Soviet 
Union. 

This Trade Reform Act is urgently 
needed, -and must be speedily enacted if 
the best interests of American workers, 
producers, farmers, and consumers are 
to be served. It is needed to enable the 
administration to deal more promptly, 
effectively and fairly with import prob· 

lems. Passage of this trade legislation 
would contribute significantly to estab
lishing international confidence that is 
essential to all efforts to strength the 
interdependent world economic structure 
so vitsl to America's well-being. 

As President Nixon said in his April 
10, 1973, message submitting the Trade 
Ref arm Act to the Congress: 

The Act cg,n mean more and better jobs 
f er �A�m�e�r�i�~�a�n� workers. 

It can help Americ:1n consumers get more 
f or their money. It can mean expanding 
trade and expanding prosperity for the 
United States and for our trading partners 
alike. More importantly, these proposals can 
help us reduce international tensions and 
strengthen the structure of peace. 

The President further stated: 
This legislation would help us to: 
Negotiate for a more open and equitable 

world trading system; 
Deal effectively with rapid increases in im

ports that disrupt domestic markets and dis
place American workers; 

Strengthen our ability to meet unfair com
petitive practices; 

Manage our trade policy more efficiently 
and use it more effectively to deal with spe
cial needs such as our balance of payments 
and inflation problems; and 

Take advantage of new trade opportuni
ties while enhancing the contribution trade 
can make to the development of poorer coun
tries. 

The world is embarked today on a pro
found and historic movement aw.ay from 
confrontation and toward negotiation in re
solving international differences. Increasingly 
in recent years, countries have come to see 
that the best way of advancing their own 
interests is by expanding peaceful contacts 
with other peoples. We have thus begun to 
erect a durable structure of peace in the 
world trom which all nations can benefit and 
in which all nations have a stake. 

This structure of peace cannot be strvng, 
however, unless it encompasses international 
economic affairs. Our progress toward world 
peace and stability can be significantly un
dermined by economic conflicts which breed 
political tensions and weaken security ties. 
It is imperative, therefore, that we promptly 
turn our negotiating efforts to the task of 
resolving problems in the economic arena. 

The Trade Reform Act, especially if 
the Conable amendment striking title IV 
were to be adopted, will provide Pres
ident Nixon and our negotiating teams 
with the tools to meet this challenge. It 
will equip them so that they can work 
to create a new economic structure that 
will indeed help and not hinder the 
world's historic movement toward peace. 
A unique set of factors on the Soviet 
domestic scene and in the international 
arena have allowed for detente at this 
time. If the United Stat-es now balks, the 
likelihood that such an opportunity will 
reappear is very small, and there may 
well be a return to the mutual hostility 
and recrimination of cold war years, not 
only in United States-U.S.S.R. relations 
but also in our relations with China and 
all Eastern Europe. Enactment of the 
Trade Reform Act will help maintain the 
momentum toward a more open interna
tional economic order contributing sig
nificantly to world harmony. 

The fact that the world in 1973 is gen
erally a "sellers'' market, with strong 
demand and good prices, should not de
ceive us into complacency. We must con
tinue to pursue policies that favor liberal 
trade and the continued growth of our 
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export markets. Otherwise, when condi
tions change, we may find ourselves in 
a. world of shrinking trade-a world split 
into economic blocs where trade is re
stricted and state trading prevails. This 
is a real possibility unless we find a way 
to negotiate toward a more open trading 
world. As I said yesterday, that is the 
purpose of the Tokyo round of multi
lateral trade negotiations under the Gen
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
GATT. 

Many months of hard work have gone 
into preparations for the Tokyo round, 
which is now technically underway in 
Geneva. It is important that this ne
gotiation go forward positively in the 
coming year. It is important that the 
world's trading differences be negotiated 
under the GATT jurisdiction, rather 
than being fragmented into a host of 
smaller negotiations that would expend 
much time and energy and produce lit
tle. That is why U.S. policy has been to 
push strongly for a successful GATT ne
gotiation-to seek a reduction in border 
protection and other trade limiting de
vices around the world. This bill will 
greatly strengthen our ability to carry 
through with these negotiations. 

As Secretary Earl Butz said yesterday 
in Indianapolis, a vigorous and growing 
export market is vital to an economically 
sound and prosperous agriculture. We 
currently export nearly three-fourths of 
our wheat, half of our soybeans, one
fourth of our feed grains, more than one
third of our cotton and tobacco, two
thirds of our rice, half of our cattle hides. 

Farm exports for fiscal 1973 totaled 
$12.9 billion. This equalled our produc
tion from one out of every four harvested 
acres and was about one-fifth of farmers' 
yearly cash receipts from marketings. It 
is estimated that farm exports will ex
ceed $19 billion in fiscal 1974. 

Secretary Butz very accurately warned 
that without strong export outlets for 
our products, farm income would plum
met. Rural America would suffer disas
trously, and more and more rural people 
would be forced to migrate to the cities. 
Millions of workers employed in the in
dustries related to agriculture-farm 
suppliers, handlers, transporters, proces
sors, and merchandisers-would flood the 
labor market looking for work if we were 
to lose our farm export market. Nearly 40 
percent of our work force is involved di
rectly or indirectly in agriculture and its 
products. 

Loss of our farm export market would 
make it necessary to cut farm produc
tion by nearly one-fifth in order to avoid 
tremendous waste and avert a farm de
pression. It would also eliminate about 
or:.e-:fifth of all agriculturally related 
jobs. That loss would amount to 8 per
cent of the Nation's work force-which 
could triple unemployment in this coun
try. 

I commend Secretary Butz' entire ad
dress delivered yesterday to the Indiana 
Farm Bureau to my colleagues for their 
consideration, and will ask permission 
that its text be set forth in full in the 
Extension of Remarks section of today's 
RECORD. 

Like Secretary Butz I favor open trade 
which fits our competitive, incentive 
economy, and this bill, the Trade Reform 

Act of 1973, will increase the opportuni- Soviet Union, which already prohibits 
ties for more open trading. This will en- them from receiving most-favored-na
courage more effective use of our re- tion tariff treatment. 
sources and let the law of comparative I support this amendment because I 
advantage function-production will oc- believe that passage of title IV as it now 
cur where goods can be produced most stands will cause us to lose considerable 
efficiently. This will in the long run in- leverage in our current negotiating posi
sure a higher standard of living for peo- tion with the Soviets. This will be the 
pie in this country and throughout the case not only in trade, but in the whole 
world. complex of strategic, political and eco-

Passing this bill will help our Govern- nomic interests in which we both have 
ment keep agricultural and industrial a stake. 
trade negotiations firmly hitched to- Furthermore, I am disturbed by the 
gether. This is essential if we are to de- consequences which this title may have 
feat the efforts of Japan and the Com- . on the Soviet Jews and others who must, 
mon Market countries to protect their or who choose to, remain in the U.S.S.R. 
highly subsidized agricultures by negoti- Our action may encourage the Soviets to 
ating the industrial and agriculture sec- substitute indirect forms of harassment 
tors separately. We must not repeat the for their direct emigration restrictions. 
mistake we made in the Kennedy round This would be a result we should all wish 
of agreeing to such a separation and see- to a void. 
ing barriers on manufactured goods low- Additionally, I think it unproductive 
ered while our farm products are again that we should attempt to dictate, 
barred from Western Europe, Japan, and through our legislative action, the domes
other markets. Sufficiently open trading tic policies of another country. 
can be achieved only if agricultural and For these reasons, I strongly advocate 
industrial trade negotiations are consid- striking this title. We should take up 
ered together. the issue at a later date when world 

It is of critical importance that we political and emotional tensions have 
strengthen the hand of our representa- lessened. By pursuing this course, we 
tives at the seventh round of negotia- would not risk jeopardizing the major 
tions, under the general agreement on purpose of this important bill. 
tariffs and trade presently underway at Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
Geneva, so that they may accomplish to the gentleman from New York 
these very worthy goals. I, therefore, urge <Mr. REm). 
my colleagues to join me in voting "aye" Mr. REID. I thank the gentleman for 
on final passage, whether or not the un- yielding. 
wise and probably unproductive provi- Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
sions of title IV then remain in the bill. Vanik amendment on freedom of emigra-

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the tion and in opposition to the amendment 
gentleman yield? to strike title IV, including the Vanik 

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentle- language. I would point out to the Mem-
man from Illinois. bers of this body that the Soviet Union in 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 1969 signed the Convention on Racial 
opposition to the amendment offered by Discrimination, a binding treaty guaran
the gentleman from New York <Mr. teeing in article 5 the right of any citizen 
CoNABLE). to leave his country. They have never 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, will honored it, and, in my view, this is no 
the gentleman yield? time to put economic expediency above 

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentle- the right to emigrate or human rights. I 
man from Georgia. commend the position the gentleman has 

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I taken. 
thank the gentleman for yielding to me I urge my colleagues to support inclu-
at this time. sion of the Vanik language, including the 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend- denial of credits and credit guarantees 
ment offered by the gentleman from New to any nation which-
York (Mr. CoNABLE) because the fact is First, denies its citizens the right to 
that the action to be taken under this emigrate; 
amendment would negate the effect of Second, imposes more than a nominal 
the overwhelming sentiment just ex- tax on emigration or on the visas or other 
pressed by the House in the last vote. documents required for emigration; .or 
I suggest that if we are going to retain Third, imposes more than a nommal 
the benefits of the last amendment that tax, levy, fine, fee, or other charge on 
we vote against the amendment offered any citizen as a consequence of the de
by the gentleman from New York <Mr. sire of such citizen to emigrate to the 
CoNABLE). country of his choice. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair- We have seen the hardship that such 
man will the gentleman yield? a policy causes to hundreds of thousands 

�~� ULLMAN 1 yield to the gentle- of citizens. Let us do what we can, as 
man from New jersey. representatives of the American people, 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair- to bring an end to this policy of repres-
sion and discrimination. 

man, I rise in strong support of the Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentleman 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Florida (Mr. LEHMAN). 
from New York <Mr. CoNABLE). I would Mr. LEHMAN. 1 thank the gentleman 
like to say that it is not accurate to con- for yielding. 
tend that if we should strike title IV Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
from the bill that it would in fact negate in support of title IV of the Trade Reform 
the last amendment we just voted on. Act. Title IV is the section dealing with 

The result would be the restoration of freedom of emigration for Soviet Jewry. 
present restrictions on trade with the I was proud to be one of the original 
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cosponsors in this Congress of the Jack
son-Mills-Vanik legislation to prohibit 
most-favored-nation trade concessions 
and trade credits to any country which 
limits freedom of emigration. 

As introdP..ccd in the House, this bill 
would at:ditionally require the President 
to report to �C�o�n�g�r�e�~�s� every 6 months 
that recipients of American trade conces
sions did not restrict freedom of emigra
tion. Concessions would have to be ter
minated if a country were to reimpose 
emigration restrictions. 

Congress has moved to restore the 
moral basis for our foreign policy by 
strongly supporting the Jackson-Mills
Vanik legislation. It now has the endorse
ment of 362 of uur highest elected offi
cials-285 Cr.Jngressmen and 77 Senators. 

The recent Mideast war has served only 
to strengthen the determination of Con
gress · o see that the Soviet Union does 
not receive special economic favors from 
the United States unt.J it shows a greater 
willingness to act humanely toward Jews 
and other minorities living within its 
borders and toward the goal of world 
peace. 

The Vanik amendment would restore 
to the legislation the prohibition on 
granting trade credits to those countries 
which restrict emigration. 

The Soviet Union has already received 
hundreds of millions of dollars in trade 
credits, mostly for American Wheat. Bil
lions of dollars more in trade credits are 
planned. 

Many friends have written me to say 
"no more wheat deals.'' When Ameri
cans who borrow money to buy homes or 
send their children to college must pay 10 
percent interest, why should we allow the 
Russians billions of dollars in trade cred
its at reduced interest rates? 

The policy of the Soviet Union re
garding the basic rights of Jews and 
other minorities within its territory is 
well known. Freedom of religion is 
strictly limited. Jewish schools, books, 
newspapers, plays, films, and all other 
forms of cultural expression are forbid
den. Russian Jews who declare their wish 
to return to their traditional homeland 
are immediately fired from their jobs 
and are subject to every conceivable 
form of harassment including imprison
ment. 

This is a systematic pattern of repres
sion against tens of thousands of indi
viduals who seek only to build a new life 
for themselves in Israel and who are de
pending upon our support in their strug
gle for freedom. 

The Soviet Union claims that many of 
those denied permission to leave are in
dividuals involved in matters of state se
curity. This is merely a pretext to deny 
emigration to hundreds of scientists and 
prominent personalities in the arts who 
have had no contact with classified in
formation, or in a few cases dealt with 
secret material 15 to 25 years ago. These 
people are kept as virtual hostages as an 
exam.ple to deter others from applying 
for exit visas. 

The announcement that the notorious 
e:ltit tax is no longer being enforced is no 
evidence of a Soviet change of heart. 
History has shown us that the Soviet 
Union enforces and then ignores its own 

exit tax statutes whenever it hopes to 
win a particular favor from the West. 
Does anyone seriously believe that Rus
sian Jewry would be safe from the reim
position of the "ransom" tax once the 
Soviet Union received the unrestricted 
trade concessions it now seeks? 

As long as Russia restricts freedom of 
religion, freedom of thought, freedom 
of expression, and freedom of movement, 
it cannot be counted as a responsible 
member of the family of free nations. 

Detente will not automatically make 
Russia our friend, as the Mideast war has 
shown. The �b�a�s�i�~� conflict between the 
Russian and American ways of life will 
never be resolved as long as Russia 
persists in its suppression of individual 
liberties. 

It is one thing to sit down and talk 
with your opponent and it is another to 
offer him aid and comfort. In the interest 
of detente we should talk with Russia, 
but in the interest of freedom we must 
not give Russia most-favored-nation 
status, trade credits, or loan guarantees 
until freedom of emigration is guar
anteed. 

Only when the Soviet Union grants 
visas to the more than 100,000 persons 
who wish to leave, only when it stops 
using the excuse of state security to 
prevent the departure of prominent indi
viduals, and only when it allows free 
emigration from all areas of Russia in
cluding the major population centers of 
Moscow, Leningrad, Kiev and Odessa, 
should we consider granting the Soviet 
Union special trade concessions. 

During this past summer I visited the 
Jewish refugee center in Vienna. A few 
months ago, Austria agreed to yield to 
Arab terror and ordered the center 
closed. The solution to this problem is 
simply to have the Soviet Union allow 
Israeli planes to carry Soviet Jews 
directly from Russia to Israel. With the 
enactment of the Jackson-Mills-Vanik 
section of the trade bill, the Soviets may 
be encouraged to allow direct flights to 
Israel as they seek to comply with the 
.terms of the legislation. 

Although the administration has op
posed the Jackson-Mills-Vanik legisla
tion in the past, I call upon President 
Nixon to support it now. Our Nation must 
stand firm against the restrictive and 
aggressive policies of the Soviet Union. 
We cannot accept "detente at any price" 
and must never agree to bargain with 
human rights. 

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from illinois (Mr. COLLIER) . 

Mr. COLLIER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to point 
out to at least those who supported 
the position of my colleague, the gen
tleman from Georgia, <Mr. BLACKBURN), 
that what the Members are actually 
doing here is saying that if the So
viet Union does comply with what we all 
feel is a desirable emigration policy, then 
they would be allowed most-favored-na
tion trade and the credits that are in
volved in the amendment we just voted 
on. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the Conable amend
ment to strike title IV. 

Wherever we tum-steel, petroleum, 
timber, sugar, grain, metals, fertilizers
we are finding the world's resources 
stretched more tightly than before to 
provide the growing world population 
with the rising standards of living they 
seek. 

The world needs to use its scarce re
sources more efficiently. We are currently 
struggling with an energy crisis-which 
has been merely aggravated by the Arab 
oil embargo. The fundamental crisis is 
that we are using energy up more rapidly 
than we are discovering new energy re
sources. 

The world's stocks of food commodities 
are at low levels-partly because of poor 
crops in several regions of the world in 
1972, but even more importantly because 
of the rising incomes of the world's peo
ples and their demonstrated desire to im
prove their standards of eating. Agricul
tural production is thus at a higher pre
mium than at any time in recent decades. 

Freer trade can make a real contribu
tion in this time of rising demand 
through using our resources more effi
ciently. 

That is really what the Trade Reform 
Act of 1973 is all about. It would con
tinue the world's long-term effort to 
lower trade barriers and allow goods and 
services to move more efficiently across 
national borders. 

No modern economy in the entire world 
today is self-sufficient. We are all de
pendent in some degree on imports. In 
the United States, for example, there are 
many things which we cannot effectively 
produce at. all-raw materials like tin, 
foodstuffs like coffee and bananas. 

There are many additional items that 
other nations are set up to produce more 
efficiently. Their specialties range from 
high-technology cameras and electronic 
components to little hand-made toys and 
kitchen gadgets. We can import these 
items more cheaply than we can make 
them ourselves. The higher our standard 
of living goes, the less self-sufficient we 
become. These are the reasons that im
ports are becoming more and more im
portant to us. 

By the same token, there are many 
things that the United States does well. 
We are the world's leading producer of 
such high-technology items as com
puters, machine tools, and jet aircraft. 
We are also the world's largest exporter 
of farm products. Thus other countries 
are depending more and more heavily 
on the United States for the food to feed 
themselves, for equipment to run their 
industries efficiently, and for the aircraft 
to link their cities together. 

Freer trade makes it possible for 
Americans to live better. 

At the same time, it permits the other 
peoples of the world to live better. 

We are all better off because we take 
fuller advantage of the special resources, 
and abilities of each country and each 
people. 

With the rising demands being made 
on the world's resources, freer trade be
comes more and more important to all 
of us. 

I am sure that Americans are more 
vividly aware of the importance of im
ports--and of exports to pay for them
than at any time since our colonial days. 
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We have been forcefully reminded 

that we do not produce enough energy 
right now to meet even our current re
quirements, let alone enough to meet 
our economic growth needs for the next 
few years. 

Export buyers are bidding higher for 
our farm output than they have in the 
past-and it is fortunate that they are. 
I shudder to think where the value of the 
U.S. dollar would stand today without 
the $5 billion improvement in our net 
agricultural trade balance this year over 
last. The increasing price of our oil im
ports alone is likely to cost more than 
$3 billion extra last year, even assuming 
we can get them. Although the increased 
bidding for our farm products by over
seas buyers has contributed to a sharp 
increase in U.S. food prices, the earnings 
from our farm exports have kept us 
a:float. 

Freer trade has been a goal of the 
United States at least since the dis
astrous tariff wars of the 1920's-the 










































































































































































